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Abstract
Unemployment insurance is designed to help workers smooth consumption in the
event of a negative employment shock.  These benefits are traditionally funded and
administrated by the individual states and territories of the United States. The depth and
severity of the “Great Recession” that started in December of 2007 and ended in June of
2009 was such that, Congress was compelled on multiple occasions to extend those
benefits. Legislation during this period extended the duration of unemployment benefits
to the longest period in history, as unemployed individuals in many states could receive
up to 99 weeks of unemployment compensation. The policy goal was to help those
individuals impacted by the recession rather than the chronically unemployed from
earlier time periods. An arbitrary date was chosen for determining eligibility. The
creation of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program created a
“natural experiment” to test the impact of extended unemployment benefits.
In this paper I analyze the effects of the EUC program on unemployment and
wages after re-employment using data from the State of Kentucky.  This study is based
on administrative data from the Kentucky unemployment insurance system and includes
information on all unemployment claims from January of 2006 to December of 2011.
After an overview of the EUC program and the labor market conditions in Kentucky
during the relevant time period, I examine the natural experiment created by the arbitrary
effective date of the EUC program across two distinct cohorts in Kentucky.  In the final
section of this paper, I examine the relationship between extended unemployment
iii
compensation and post-unemployment wage outcomes for individuals that utilized the
extended benefits of EUC as compared to those individuals that exited the unemployment
insurance system in Kentucky after utilizing only the state benefit system.
My estimates indicate that utilizing extended unemployment benefits had a large
and statistically significant negative impact on the quarterly, reemployment wage
earnings. Utilizing an instrumental variable approach to control for the potential
endogeneity of the choice to reduce search effort, this study finds that after controlling
for demographic and education characteristics, the utilization of extended unemployment
benefits reduced workers annual reemployment earnings by thousands of dollars.
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Introduction
Unemployment insurance is designed to help an individual smooth consumption
in the event of a negative employment shock.  These benefits are traditionally funded and
administrated by the individual states and territories of the United States. By federal law,
the duration of UI benefits is normally limited to 26 weeks, with extensions to 39 weeks
in times higher unemployment. The depth and severity of the “Great Recession” that
started in December of 2007 and ended in June of 2009 was such that, Congress was
compelled on multiple occasions to extend those benefits.
Legislation during this period extended the duration of unemployment benefits to
the longest period in history, as unemployed individuals in many states could receive up
to 99 weeks of unemployment compensation. The largest portions of the extended weeks
of unemployment compensation were authorized by the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation program (EUC) of 2008. The program was legislatively enacted in June of
2008 in response to the significant increase in unemployment that occurred during the
economic downturn and expired in December of 2013.
The policy goal was to help those individuals impacted by the recession rather
than the chronically unemployed from earlier time periods. The enacting legislation
mandated that to be eligible for EUC benefits an individual had to first exhaust all
available state unemployment benefits. The implementation of the program required an
arbitrary date to be chosen to determine eligibility. As a result, the first unemployed
individuals eligible to receive extended unemployment benefits under the EUC program
1
2had been unemployed for over two years.  The logic behind the chosen date of eligibility
was that, at the time of their unemployment claims, these individuals had no way to
predict that the economy would see the worst episode of unemployment since the Great
Depression and could not have foreseen the future availability of extended benefits.
While initially providing an additional thirteen weeks of unemployment
compensation, the program was modified by Congress eleven times before expiring in
December of 2013. At numerous points in time, the program was extended or expanded
within days of the previously authorized expiration.  On four occasions, political debate
concerning the continued extension of unemployment benefits lead to the entire program
being allowed to expire.  Each of these lapses was addressed by the inclusion of
retroactive dates in the enabling legislation.
The haphazard extension and expansion of the EUC program resulted in a
significant amount of confusion among the unemployed, government officials and the
media.  The actual number of weeks of unemployment compensation available to an
unemployed individual was often far less than the reported maximum weeks of benefits
authorized legislatively.  The extensions of the expanded unemployment benefits created
ever receding expiration dates.  As a result, an individual faced with the expiration of the
regular, state level unemployment benefits could not be certain of the total number of
weeks of extended benefits that would be available. Furthermore, individuals facing the
same labor market conditions in searching for re-employment would have differing
potential weeks of unemployment compensation available due to their differing dates of
starting an unemployment spell and the associated eligibility dates.
3Finally, given the financial cost of the extended benefits and moral hazard effect
of extended benefit duration on the exit rate from unemployment, policy makers often
hope that the availability of extended benefits will improve post-unemployment
outcomes. While several studied have found a positive relationship between extended
unemployment compensation and post-unemployment outcomes, as measured by wages
and/or job tenure, there has been little analysis of whether the recent availability of up to
99 weeks of unemployment benefits has resulted in higher reemployment wages.
The purpose of this research is to analyze the effects of the EUC program on
unemployment and wages after re-employment using data from the State of Kentucky.
This study is based on administrative data from the Kentucky unemployment insurance
system and includes information on all unemployment claims from January of 2006 to
December of 2011. Additionally, the quarterly wage files for all individuals covered by
the unemployment system have been collected from 2005 to 2013. The data that have
been assembled for this project represents a unique opportunity to examine the impacts of
the unemployment insurance system and the extension of benefits on the utilization of the
UI system and employment outcomes of unemployed individuals.
The remainder of this research is organized as follows. Chapter I provides an
overview of the labor market and unemployment insurance trends in Kentucky. The
history of the EUC program and the key expansions and extension of the program are
discussed. Chapter II examines the natural experiment created by the arbitrary effective
date of the EUC program across two distinct cohorts in Kentucky.  Chapter III examines
the relationship between extended unemployment compensation and post-unemployment
4wage outcomes for individuals that utilized the extended benefits of EUC as compared to
those individuals that exited the unemployment insurance system in Kentucky after
utilizing only the state benefit system.
5CHAPTER I
The Labor Market and Unemployment Insurance in Kentucky
The experience of Kentucky at the beginning of the Great Recession was similar
to the US as a whole.  Initially, the impact of the economic downturn was modest. Figure
I.1 shows the monthly total unemployment rate (TUR) in Kentucky for the period 2006-
2012.  In December of 2007, the total unemployment rate in Kentucky was 5.6%, below
the average rate that had been observed since the beginning of 2006.  Within one year,
the rate had climbed to 8.4% and finally peaked at 10.7% in July of 2009.  That rate held
steady until January of 2010 before gradually drifting down to less than 8% in the final
calendar quarter of 2012.
Figure I.1 also shows the insured unemployment rate. The insured unemployment
rate is calculated as the number of individuals receiving state unemployment benefits
divided by the total number of individuals covered by the state unemployment system
(covered employed plus insured unemployed).  The number of individuals receiving state
unemployment benefits is updated weekly which allows the IUR to be continuously
updated.  Because the IUR excludes new entrants and individuals with a transient
attachment to the labor force, the calculated IUR is often lower than the reported total
unemployment rate by 4-5 percentage points.
The observed trend of the IUR trailing the TUR is important to note, as the IUR
was designated in 1981 as the statutory basis for triggering extended and supplemental
6insurance benefits.  The failure of the IUR rate to reach the levels required to trigger
extended unemployment benefits put pressure on Congress to act and authorize the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program in June of 2008.  Numerous
aspects of the program were allowed to be triggered based on criteria that utilized the
IUR or the TUR, with the individual States being allowed to choose whichever
mechanism they preferred.  Additional legislative action allowed many States (including
Kentucky) change their unemployment statutes to utilize the TUR as the trigger for
expanded unemployment benefits.
At the beginning of the Great Recession, the IUR in Kentucky was 2.1 percent in
December of 2007.  As the economy worsened and the TUR began to rise, the IUR began
to decrease as the numerator of the calculated IUR excludes those individuals that
exhaust their available state unemployment benefits and do not return to the covered
employment sector. The IUR reached an inflection point in October of 2008, and the IUR
rose continuously until reaching an observed maximum of 5.2% in March of 2009.
The pattern observed in the unemployment rate was also observed in the number
of claims being filed for state unemployment insurance (UI) benefits.  Figure I.2 shows
the number of initial claims for unemployment insurance made to the Kentucky UI
system.  In December of 2007, the number of claims was approximately the same as the
number of claims made in December 2006, one year earlier.  Seasonal spikes in the
number of claims are normally observed in the winter months.  However, the 87,285
initial claims filed in December of 2008 were far in excess of the average of
approximately 25,000 claims per month observed since January of 2000.  For the decade
7prior to December of 2008, the largest number of initial claims in a single month was
52,513 (December 2003). For five years following the start of the Great Recession, the
Kentucky UI system received 1.93 million initial claims for UI benefits.1
The weeks of continued claims for unemployment benefits paid can be seen in
Figure I.3.  In the UI system, after an initial claim is approved, each additional week of
unemployment compensation collected is a continued claims week.  The continued
claims in Kentucky follow the same pattern observed in the initial claims with an initial
downturn in late 2007, followed by a spike in March of 2009 to over 386,000 weeks of
UI benefits being paid for those individuals continuing to collect benefits. Over the five
year period from the beginning of the Great Recession, Kentucky paid over 11.9 million
weeks of UI benefits, an increase of almost 50 percent over the number of weeks of
unemployment compensated in the prior five years.
Chronology of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Program of 2008
The Great Recession was not the first time Congress had authorized temporary
extensions of unemployment benefits.  Congress has authorized extended benefits on
seven occasions in the past forty years. Congress first authorized extended benefits in
1958, with additional authorizations in 1961, 1972, 1975, 1982, and 1991. Prior to the
Great Recession, the most recent authorization had occurred in 2002 after the events of
1 During this same five year period, Kentucky paid approximately $4.2 billion in state UI claims.  The
Kentucky Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund had less than $100 million on hand at the end of 2007, and
the Trust Fund was quickly forced to begin borrowing from the Federal government to pay state UI claims.
Kentucky was forced to borrow over $1 billion from the US Treasury. Kentucky is on schedule to finish
repaying the loans in 2015.
8September 11, 2001.  However, the normal mechanism for providing additional
unemployment compensation is the Extended Benefits (EB) program. The EB program
was established in 1970 and provides an additional 13 weeks of UI benefits. The EB
program is jointly financed with the Federal government and the individual states each
paying for one-half of the cost of benefits. The EB program is enacted when “trigger”
levels of the insured unemployment rate exceed historical unemployment rates. These
trigger levels are set by the individual states at relatively high levels to avoid having to
pay EB benefits unless the unemployment situation is extremely dire. In Kentucky, the
trigger level for starting EB was an IUR rate of five percent (5.0%). Recall, that at the
start of the recession, the IUR in Kentucky was 2.1%.
Due to the requirement that IUR must exceed historical thresholds, most states
were not eligible to implement the EB program during this recent downturn.  The
worsening economic situation made states hesitant to start EB benefits due to the cost of
the joint financing. The states therefore petitioned Congress to create an extension of UI
benefits fully funded by the Federal government.
Emergency Unemployment Compensation Program Established
President George W. Bush signed the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2008
(Public Law 110-252) into law on June 30, 2008. Title IV of this act created the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation Program of 2008 (EUC), which provided up
to 13 weeks of unemployment compensation financed fully by the Federal government.
Eligibility for the EUC benefits had two key provisions:
9(1) claimants must have fully exhausted their state unemployment insurance (UI)
benefits and be ineligible for any other Federally funded unemployment
compensation program,
(2) the exhausted state UI claim must have a final date to be eligible to receive UI
benefits on or after May 1, 20072,
In Kentucky, as in most states, the initial week that EUC benefits were made
available was the week ending July12, 2008. The last week to establish eligibility for an
EUC benefit was initially set by law as occurring on or before June 30, 2009.
This legislation for EUC allowed the states to choose whether EUC benefits were
paid before or after benefits paid under the Extended Benefits (EB) program.  In addition
to the joint funding of benefits, the EB program had stricter provisions relating to
claimants’ search for work and the acceptance of suitable work. Furthermore, the
enabling legislation for EUC allowed benefits under the EB program to be deferred,
without reduction, to be paid if a claimant exhausted their EUC benefits. Given the extra
flexibility and full Federal funding of the cost of the EUC program, most states, including
Kentucky, chose to pay EUC benefits before EB benefits.
Lastly, the rules for EUC required that claimants must be reexamined for eligibility
when the benefit year end was reached.  Claimants that are found eligible for a new state
UI claim must stop receiving EUC benefits and transfer back to the state UI system.  If an
individual exhausts the newly established state UI claim, and the EUC program is still
2Additionally, claimants must be legally allowed to work in the United States and cannot be claiming UI
benefits from Canada.
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available, the claimant may draw the remaining weeks of benefits that were available
under the EUC program.
Second Tier Created
Just five months after the creation of the EUC program, on November 21, 2008,
Public Law 110-449 was signed extending and expanding the EUC program. (The
specific provisions and relevant dates of these extensions can be found in Table I.1.) The
original provision of 13 weeks of benefits was extended to 20 weeks of compensation and
was now designated as the first tier (or “Tier I”) of EUC benefits.  An additional tier
(“Tier II”) of 13 weeks of benefits was made available for those claimants residing in
states that were experiencing the highest levels of unemployment. Both tiers of benefits
were payable only for weeks of unemployment that began on or after November 21,
2008, thus preventing claimants from receiving UI benefits for weeks of unemployment
occurring before that date.
To be eligible for Tier II benefits, a state was required to be designated as a “high
unemployment” state based on satisfying at least one of three criteria:
(1) the state was currently “triggered on” or eligible for EB, though not required to be
paying EB benefits, or
(2) the insured unemployment rate, the ratio of individuals receiving state UI benefits
to the number of individuals covered by the state UI program, exceeded 4 percent,
or
(3) the three month, seasonally adjusted total unemployment rate exceeded 6 percent.
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Kentucky qualified for Tier II benefits based on the total unemployment rate requirement
with a three month, seasonally adjusted total unemployment rate of 11%.
Once a claimant established eligibility for a tier of EUC benefits, all eligible
weeks of benefits could be received.  This provision held if a state’s unemployment rate
improved and was no longer eligible for Tier II benefits, or even if the expiration date of
the entire EUC program had passed.  However, the claimant could not move onto or
receive benefits from the next tier of the EUC program.  This provision of the EUC
program makes the program more generous than the EB program, where once a state is
triggered off EB, all benefit payments under the program cease.
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), signed on February 17,
2009, significantly expanded the EUC program. The ARRA (Public Law 111-5) extended
the phase-out period for benefits, allowing for a claimant to establish a valid claim for
Tier I or II benefits, for weeks of unemployment up to December 31, 2009.  A new
expiration date was set to prevent any Tier I or II payments from occurring after May 31,
2010.
The ARRA created a new, temporary type of UI benefit. The Federal Additional
Compensation (FAC) benefit was a $25 weekly supplement available to any claimant in
an unemployment program. Individuals received an addition $25 in their weekly UI
check whether they were receiving state UI, EUC, EB, or other unemployment
12
compensation. The additional amount was paid for all weekly benefits from February 22,
2009 to June 2, 2010.
The ARRA also included provisions to make the EB program more attractive to
the individual states. The ARRA removed the historical cost sharing structure of EB and
provided full Federal funding of all EB benefit payments.  Additionally, the law allowed
states to use the total unemployment rate trigger formula for qualifying for EB even if the
state had not legislatively enacted that method for determining EB eligibility. In response
to these measures, Kentucky (and many other states) passed legislation to use the total
unemployment measure to qualify for EB so long as 100% Federal funding of EB
benefits was available.
Lastly, the ARRA included a temporary exclusion of the first $2,400 in
unemployment compensation from federal income taxation. The exclusion covered state
unemployment compensation, as well as EUC and EB payments. This marked the first
exclusion of unemployment compensation from federal income taxation since the passage
of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 made all forms of unemployment compensation subject to
federal income taxation. The exclusion only existed for the 2009 tax year.
Tier III and IV of EUC
The EUC program was further expanded by the Worker, Homeownership, and
Business Assistance Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-92), signed into law on November 6,
2009. The Tier II benefit was expanded, by one week, to 14 weeks of benefits in all
states.  The requirement for a threshold level of unemployment to have been reached was
13
removed. A third tier, Tier III, was created to provide 13 additional weeks of
unemployment benefits in states with an IUR during the month over 4 percent or a three
month, seasonally adjusted TUR over 6 percent. Finally, a fourth tier, Tier IV, was
created to provide 6 additional weeks of unemployment benefits in states with an IUR
over 6 percent or a three month, seasonally adjusted TUR over 8.5 percent.
The additions of Tiers III and IV to the EUC program led to a maximum of 53
weeks of EUC benefits in states with the highest rates of unemployment, including
Kentucky.  At this point, a claimant could now receive 99 weeks of unemployment
benefits – 26 weeks of state UI, 20 weeks of Tier I EUC, 14 weeks of Tier II EUC, 13
weeks of Tier III EUC, 6 weeks of Tier IV EUC, and 20 weeks of EB.
Reauthorizations and Extensions of EUC and EB Programs
After Public Law 111-92, the reauthorization and extension of the EUC and EB
programs occurred numerous times. In late November, 2009, the political debate
concerning the continued extension of unemployment benefits became increasingly
contentious. The EUC program lapsed four times: February 27, 2010, to March 2, 2010;
April 3, 2010, to April 15, 2010; June 2, 2010, to July 22, 2010; and November 30, 2010,
to December 17, 2010. Each of these lapses was addressed by the inclusion of retroactive
effective dates in the authorization legislation.
For Kentucky, the EUC program remained relatively unchanged after Public Law
111-92 was enacted until February of 2012, as the unemployment rates in Kentucky
allowed the state to qualify for all available tiers of EUC.  On February 22, 2012, the
14
Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (Public Law 112-96) was signed
into law.  The act prohibited any EUC payments after January 2, 2013.  Additionally, the
act put into place a timeline for increasing the threshold requirements for triggering the
available tiers of EUC and augmented the available number of weeks within the tiers.
Effective June 1, 2012, for the first time, a trigger of a 6% TUR was required for the
availability of Tier II benefits.  Additionally, the TUR trigger for Tier III and Tier IV
were increased from 6% to 7% and 8.5% to 9%, respectively.
For the first time, Public Law 112-96 also reduced the available number of weeks
in the EUC program.  Effective September 2, 2012, Tier I was reduced from 20 to 14
weeks of benefits and Tier III was reduced to 9 weeks of benefits. Tier IV was left
unchanged for those states that had unemployment rates high enough to be triggered on
for Extended Benefits.  However, states that were no longer eligible for EB could have
four additional weeks of Tier IV benefits, for a total of 10 weeks, from September 1,
2012 until the end date of January 2, 2013.
The final extension of the EUC program was enacted on January 2, 2013 in the
American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012.  The final end date of the EUC program was
extended from January 2, 2013 to January 1, 2014. As the final days of the EUC program
approached in December of 2013, numerous proposals to further extend EUC benefits
were discussed, but no additional extensions were authorized.  The final day of EUC
availability in Kentucky and every state, other than New York, was December 28, 2013.
Total of EUC Weeks and Benefits Claimed in Kentucky
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In total, over five and a half years, the Kentucky EUC program paid over $3
billion dollars in unemployment compensation for 9.6 million weeks of unemployment
benefits. Tier I benefits were available in Kentucky for the entirety of the EUC program.
From June, 2008 until the program expired in December of 2013, approximately 1.3
million weeks of Tier I unemployment benefits were paid, totaling over $375.4 million.
Tier II benefits totaled over $1.3 billion and represented 4.3 million weeks of
unemployment benefits.  Tier III benefits totaled $950.3 million over 2.7 million
compensated weeks. Tier IV ended on June 24, 2012, and through the time the benefits
were available, $398.9 million in benefits were paid for a total of 1.3 million
compensated weeks.
Data
When an individual becomes unemployed, they first apply for UI benefits in their
state. The eligibility of the individual is confirmed, and eligible recipients receive weekly
UI compensation based on a formula that incorporates the individual’s past work history
and amount of earnings.
The data assembled and utilized for this research were provided by the Kentucky
Office of Employment and Training. The administrative data in Kentucky are unusually
detailed, containing the records for each individual filing for UI compensation from
January 2006 through December of 2011.  Included in the data are the base period
earnings used to calculate the weekly benefit amount an individual will receive while
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unemployed.  Additional demographic and employment information includes: age, sex,
ethnicity, reason for separation from employer, geographic location of residence,
geographic location of place of work, employer NAICS code. Additionally, for many of
the claimants, the level of education, veteran status, school enrollment, and other
information is available.
The quarterly wage files for all individuals covered under the UI system have also
been assembled. The wage data covers over 2.8 million individuals from 2005 through
2013 with over 60 million quarterly wage records. For those individuals that file for
unemployment benefits, the wage data allows for an examination of the earnings and
occupational classification of the worker before and after their period of unemployment.
The wage data also allows for the calculation of the average wage and starting
wage of new hires in each business sector in the Commonwealth. Individuals receiving
unemployment compensation face competition from other individuals joining the
workforce that are willing to accept the current entry level wage in an industry sector.
Combining the information from the UI system and the wage data for Kentucky workers
allows for the possibility of analyzing similarly situated unemployed individual’s search
effort and reemployment outcomes based on the wage replacement rates of benefits and
the entry level wages in industry sectors. Additionally, the combination of the two data
sets allow for testing of the hypothesis that UI replacement rates allow for better quality
job search which results in better reemployment outcomes.
The data are panel data arranged in person-calendar quarter observational format.
To maintain anonymity, individuals are identified only by a unique, anonymous
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identification number. The observations start with the first quarter of 2005 (Q1-2005) and
end with the fourth quarter of 2013 (Q4-2013). For each quarter, the sum of all reported
wages earned by the individual is reported. Many individuals move from one employer to
another or hold multiple jobs during a quarter. To identify these workers, each individual
has the top three employers, based on total wages paid, listed for each quarter. Each
employer is identified by the unique identification code used by the UI tax system, and
their six digit North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code is reported.
Table I.2 presents the summary statistics from our research database for all
Kentucky state UI claimants in Kentucky from January of 2006 to December of 2011.
Across all individuals, the data contains 853,790 State UI claims with an average weekly
benefit of approximately $309 and an average duration of 14.1 weeks.
Demographically, the UI claims mirror the Kentucky workforce.  The claimants
are predominately white and the majority is between 25 and 55 years old.  The
educational attainment of the group is also representative of the Kentucky population
with the majority of the individuals having graduated from high school or obtained a
GED. The average weekly benefit for a week of unemployment insurance follows the
pattern one would expect with individuals having more education receiving a higher
average benefit based on the pre-unemployment wages earned.
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State UI claimants are concentrated in the manufacturing and construction
sectors3.   The time period covered by the data saw relative boom and bust period for the
price of coal, but the overall impact on jobs was negligible.
Manufacturing, mining, and construction employees receive a significantly higher
weekly benefit than the average UI claimant with average weekly benefits of $330 per
week or higher. Those workers in administrative or retail trades are observed to earn
some of the lowest weekly benefit amounts with average weekly benefits under $250.
The main focus of this research is to address what impact the availability of
extended unemployment benefits had on the hazard rate for leaving unemployment
insurance after benefit extensions. The average duration of benefits for a State UI claim
during the six years between 2006 and 2011 was 14.1 weeks. However, during this time
period the total number of weeks of unemployment benefits available increased from 26
weeks based solely on a State UI claim to 99 weeks when all available programs were at
their maximum.  As a result of the expansion of available weeks, the average duration in
the State UI program in this time period is inadequate to address the question of the
impact of EUC.
One important aspect of the Kentucky UI system should be noted.  One of the
data fields for a UI claim is the reason for the separation from the claimant’s
employment. In most UI claims the reason is listed as “lack of work” or “discharged”, but
there is a category called “job connection”. To be considered a “job connected”
3 While the state is known for coal production, the overall level of employment in Kentucky in the mining
sector is actually a small proportion of the total jobs in the state. During the time period covered by the
data, the total number of coal miners in Kentucky never exceeded 20,000.  The impact of the decreasing
number of coal jobs would be found in the related service and manufacturing industries that provide inputs
and associated activities to the coal industry.
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separation from employment, the individual is asked if they were given a recall date
associated with their lay-off. While the receipt of a recall date does not guarantee that an
individual will be returning to their previous job, the expectation is that the duration of
the unemployment claim will be short.
The claims classified as “job connected” are also related to another aspect of the
Kentucky UI system. During the time period covered by the data, the UI system in
Kentucky did not require a waiting week period for the collection of benefits. In many
states, an individual must forgo the first week of benefits, and this mechanism is used to
prevent an overreliance by firms on the unemployment system for short term layoffs.
With a lack of a waiting period, the use of the Kentucky unemployment insurance system
during temporary plant shut-downs or retooling periods has historically been very
common.
The lack of a waiting week in the Kentucky UI system can be observed in the
number and average duration of manufacturing claims. The average duration of a State
UI claim in the manufacturing sector is almost half the duration of an average claim at
7.6 weeks, and those claimants classified as “job connected” have an average duration of
9.0 weeks.
Table I.3 shows the average weeks of UI benefits for a State UI claim before and
after the availability of EUC.  Recall that the key aspect of the enacting legislation for the
EUC program was the requirement that an individual must exhaust all available State UI
benefits before receiving EUC benefits. Across all demographic and industrial sectors,
the average duration of a State UI claims increased after the extended unemployment
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insurance benefit programs were made available.  The average State UI claim increased
to an average duration of 14.9 weeks from 12.7 weeks pre-EUC, and the relative
durations within demographic or industrial classifications remained similar across the two
cohorts. The table also shows the average duration of all weeks of available UI benefits
across all programs.  The average unemployment spell was associated with 23.2 weeks of
unemployment benefits. The pattern among demographic and industrial classifications
follows the patterns observed in the pre- and post-EUC periods within different
categories.  As economic conditions worsened, the availability of additional
unemployment benefits extended the duration of the compensated unemployment spells
from15 weeks in January 2006 to nearly 40 weeks by August of 2009, as can be seen in
Figure I.4.
This figure shows the average number of weeks claimed over time across all
available programs based on the month the claim was approved. The trend follows the
pattern observed in the unemployment rate, initial claims, and continued claims.  It is
important to remember that when the EUC program was introduced, State UI claims that
were over two years old were eligible to receive extended benefits if the individual had
not been able to find employment in the intervening years. The impact of this can be seen
in Figure I.4, as the average duration of claims made prior to the implementation of EUC
started trending up to duration levels above the total number of weeks available in the
State UI system.
Figure I.5 shows a histogram of the duration of total weeks of UI benefits claimed
for only those claims that were eligible for extended unemployment benefits.  The impact
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of the “job connected” filers and the lack of a waiting period can be seen in the over
222,000 claims that have a total duration of four weeks or less. Across the remaining UI
claimants, a significant spike is seen at 26 weeks.  The traditional State UI claim is
limited to the equivalent of 26 weeks of total unemployment compensation, and 59,170
claimants (7.2% of all claimants) exited the unemployment system at the end of 26 weeks
of benefits even after the EUC program was created.  Another spike in exits occurs at 79
weeks of total benefits, reflecting the 13,476 individuals that utilized all available weeks
of benefits after the 20 weeks of Extended Benefits were no longer available.  Finally,
36,971 unemployment claims in Kentucky received the 99 maximum possible numbers of
weeks of unemployment benefits.
The remaining sections of this research will investigate the impact of the
expansions and increased availability of weeks of unemployment insurance benefits on
the hazard rate for leaving the UI system and the quality of reemployment.
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Figure I.2: Initial Claims for Unemployment – Kentucky
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Figure I.3: Continued Claims for UI Benefits – Kentucky
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Figure I.4: Average Claim Duration for All UI Programs – Kentucky
26
Figure I.5: Total Weeks of UI Benefits in Kentucky – After EUC Available
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Chapter II
An Unintentional Natural Experiment
This chapter examines the impact of the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Program of 2008 (EUC) which provided up to 13 weeks of unemployment
compensation, financed fully by the Federal government, for individuals that were
experiencing long-term unemployment.  These benefits were not available to the
unemployed population as a whole. The enacting legislation mandated that to be eligible
for EUC benefits an individual had to exhaust all available state unemployment benefits.
When the EUC program was created in June of 2008, the policy goal was to help those
individuals impacted by the recession rather than the chronically unemployed from
earlier time periods. An arbitrary date was chosen for determining eligibility. The
creation of the EUC program created a “natural experiment” to test the impact of
extended unemployment benefits.
When a state unemployment claim is established, a date representing the last day
the claim is valid is assigned. The date is set one year from the date a state claim became
effective. In the case of the EUC program, the arbitrary date chosen for eligibility was
claims valid on May 1, 2007 or later. The result was individuals that had filed for state UI
benefits before May, 2006 were not eligible to claim EUC benefits, but claimants that
filed after May, 2006 were eligible to receive EUC benefits. For the individuals that had a
valid claim date past May 1, 2007, if they had still not located new employment by June
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of 2008, they were eligible to receive up to 13 additional weeks of EUC benefits for a
state claim that was two years old.4
The unprecedented length and provision of unemployment benefits over this time
period has renewed interest in the potential moral hazard costs associated with
unemployment insurance. Several papers have estimated the impact of the extension of
UI benefits on job search effort and the reemployment of UI recipients (e.g., Mazumder
2011, Rothstein 2011, Faber and Valletta 2011).
However, there does not appear to have been any research into the impact of the
arbitrary eligibility date for EUC benefits. To investigate this topic, the individuals that
filed for state UI benefits from February to July of 2006 are examined. These individuals
have a final eligibility date on either side of the EUC eligibility date. The establishment
of the eligibility date creates a discontinuous change in the eligibility and duration of
available UI compensation. At the time of their UI claims, these individuals had no way
to predict that the economy would see the worst episode of unemployment since the
Great Depression. The creation of the EUC program provides a rare opportunity to
investigate the impact of extended unemployment benefits and eligibility for benefits
across two distinctly delineated cohorts.
4 As compared to an individual that was immediately eligible for EUC benefits, an individual that
was not eligible and had exhausted all state benefits would have to:
(1) rejoin the workforce
(2) earn sufficient income to be eligible for state UI benefits
(3) lose their new job, through no fault of their own
(4) reapply and qualify for a new state UI claim
(5) exhaust all available state UI benefits from the new claim
(6) then, they could be eligible to receive EUC benefits.
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For the Commonwealth of Kentucky, analyzing the UI claims with benefit year
ending dates on either side of the May 1, 2007 eligibility date provides evidence that
many individuals appear to be similar in many aspects.  The initial results indicate that
the individuals in the May to July cohort that was initially eligible to receive EUC and
did so when the program was made available in June of 2008 faced significant
disincentives for future work effort, earned less in later years, and had lower quality job
match outcomes.
Background
During the period of December 2007 and June 2009, commonly called the “Great
Recession”, unemployment began increasing at an accelerating pace. During the first half
of 2008, approximately 700,000 jobs were lost at the national level; however, over the
next twelve months nearly 7 million jobs were lost at the national level.  Millions of
workers began to draw unemployment insurance through their state unemployment
insurance (UI) systems.  If an individual claimant exhausted all available state UI
benefits, the law provided for states to “trigger on” to the existing Extended Benefits
(EB) program.
The states petitioned Congress to create an extension of UI benefits fully funded
by the Federal government.  In June of 2008, the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Program of 2008 (EUC) was legislatively enacted and provided up to 13
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weeks of additional unemployment compensation, fully funded by the Federal
government.
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), signed on February 17,
2009, significantly expanded the EUC program. Through a series of extensions, the total
weeks of available unemployment benefits reached a maximum total of 99 weeks when
state and Federal programs are combined.
The ARRA also included provisions to make the EB program more attractive to
the individual states. The ARRA removed the historical cost sharing structure of EB and
provided full Federal funding of all EB benefit payments.  Additionally, the law allowed
states to use the total unemployment rate trigger formula for qualifying for EB even if the
state had not legislatively enacted that method for determining EB eligibility. In response
to these measures, Kentucky (and many other states), passed legislation to use the total
unemployment measure to qualify for EB so long as 100% Federal funding of EB
benefits was available.
Figure II.1 provides an overview of the key dates and provisions of the EUC
program. A chronology of the EUC program is provided in Section I.
Previous Estimates of the Effect of Unemployment Benefits and Extensions of
Benefits
Unemployment insurance is designed to insure consumption in the event of a
negative employment shock.  These benefits are traditionally funded and administrated
by the individual states and territories of the United States.  In times of extreme economic
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distress, the Federal government has in the past authorized extended unemployment
benefits and provided an extended benefit duration period. The “Great Recession” that
started in December of 2007, has seen the extended duration of unemployment benefits
reach the longest period in history, as unemployed individuals in many states could
receive up to 99 weeks of unemployment compensation5.
Lengthening the duration of benefits exacerbates the traditional problem of
balancing the provision of insurance to unemployed individuals and the potential
reduction in search effort the receipt of unemployment benefits may cause.  The standard
search model assumes that unemployed individuals will exert effort to locate a new job.
As an individual exerts more search effort, more job offers will become available. The
result of the search model is that greater levels and duration of unemployment benefits
will lead to less effort being exerted earlier in the unemployment spell searching for a
job, as the implicit cost of being jobless is reduced.  Additionally, the individual may
raise their reservation wage as the unemployment benefits reduce the opportunity cost of
the job search. The end result is a greater duration of unemployment and reduced exit
from the ranks of the unemployed (Warner et al., 1980).
A significant quantity of the economic literature has demonstrated the moral
hazard effect of extended benefit duration on the exit rate from unemployment. Utilizing
programmatic and administrative data collected by state agencies, the increase in the exit
5 States and territories that offered a total of 99 weeks of UI benefits included: Alaska, Alabama, Arkansas,
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Montana, North Carolina, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Nevada, New York, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin, and West Virginia
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rate of individuals as they approach exhaustion of available unemployment benefits has
been well documented (Meyer 1990, Katz and Meyer 1990, Card and Levine 2000).
The results from Katz and Meyer (1990) and Card and Levine (2000) have been
utilized to measure the impact of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC)
program on the nation’s unemployment rate. For example, Mazumder (2011) notes that
policy makers often rely on the reported unemployment rate in determining policy to
address economic downturns.  If individuals are reducing their search effort due to
extended or increased unemployment benefits, the reported unemployment rate is
overstating the true condition of the economy. The chosen macroeconomic policies
would be incorrect. Utilizing the results of Card and Levine (2000), Mazumder estimated
the lengthening of unemployment insurance benefit duration raises the duration of
unemployment by approximately three additional weeks, increasing the reported
unemployment rate by 0.8%.
There are numerous reasons to believe, however, that the past empirical results do
not fully reflect the dynamics of the labor market that has been experienced in the recent
recession. The characteristics of the time periods associated with earlier estimates of the
disincentive effects of unemployment insurance benefits have different demographic and
structural characteristics.  The average age of members of the labor force has increased
significantly over the past thirty years, and older workers commonly experience longer
unemployment durations.  Additionally, the utilization of temporary layoffs and recalls
has decreased over this time period, removing a large number of workers that would be
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observed to have shorter unemployment durations or be recalled before the exhaustion of
benefits approached (Katz, 2010).
Numerous authors have investigated alternative methodologies and
specifications to analyze the impact of the extension of unemployment benefits. Using
CPS data over the period, Fujita (2011) estimated equations to calculate the hazard
function for leaving unemployment for males during the period of 2004-2007, before
extended unemployment benefits were available. Assuming those estimates were valid
for the period of 2009-2010, Fujita estimated the availability of EUC benefits raised the
unemployment rate by 1.2%.
Valletta and Kuang (2010) utilize CPS data on those eligible and ineligible to
receive unemployment benefits. Those individuals that voluntarily leave their job or that
are employed in an occupational category not covered by unemployment insurance are
typically not eligible for UI benefits. Utilizing these individuals as a control group,
Valletta and Kuang find a small, differential impact of extended UI benefits of 1.6 weeks
of increase duration, which implies an increase in the unemployment rate of 0.4%.
Rothstein (2012) and Faber and Valletta (2011) examine the impact of expanded
UI benefits by exploiting the variation and timing of the EUC program across states. The
EUC program allowed for different levels of benefit duration across states based on the
level of unemployment observed in each state.  The result was individuals that were in
similar economic situations faced significantly different potential benefit periods. Both
papers use the micro data available at the individual level from the CPS to match monthly
survey participants and track individuals’ exits from unemployment to either a new job or
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a withdraw from the labor force. Both papers find that the extensions of UI benefits from
the EUC program had relatively small impacts on the observed increases in
unemployment duration and the reported unemployment rate.
The approach taken by both papers examines the exit hazard function from
unemployment based on the expected duration of benefits available through the
combined state and Federal unemployment system. Additional variables serve to control
for state specific differences in labor market conditions.
The two papers differ significantly in the assumption of the expected duration of
unemployment benefits a claimant could expect to receive. Rothstein models each
individual as expecting the duration of benefits to be set by the current enabling
legislation, so that no further extensions of the benefit period, additional weeks of
benefits, or other programmatic changes are expected to occur. Farber and Valletta make
the direct opposite assumption, as claimants are assumed to expect additional extensions
to be authorized by Congress until the individual reaches the end of their unemployment
duration. The history of the EUC program shows that this specification by Rothstein
proved to be incorrect, and this assumption may have caused the resulting estimates of
the effects of UI extensions on unemployment to be understated.
Rothstein also points out the advantages and disadvantages of using the CPS data
to attempt to measure the impact of unemployment benefit extensions.  The advantages
include broad, current samples, the ability to track individuals that are not directly
covered by the unemployment insurance system, and the possibility to determine whether
an individual has dropped out of the labor force.
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The advantages are counterbalanced by some significant disadvantages.
Significantly, the CPS data does not allow researchers to determine eligibility for
unemployment benefits.  Unemployment benefits are reserved for individuals that have
lost their job through no fault of their own, and the survey data does not provide the
information to determine coverage by the UI system, eligibility of UI benefits, or receipt
of UI benefits. Rothstein (2011) makes the assumption that all individuals that indicate
job loss, rather than exit, are fully eligible for UI benefits.  Unfortunately, this is a
significant assumption as UI programs have numerous requirements for eligibility and
formulae for determining the level of benefits that may be received.
A similar assumption is used concerning the duration and weeks of
unemployment compensation received.  Rothstein assumes that each week of covered
unemployment directly corresponds to the use of one week of eligibility. Similarly, an
individual that is characterized as unemployed in one month and again reports being
unemployed in the next month will have their duration increased by 4 weeks regardless of
actual employment status (Aaronson, 2011). This is a simplistic assumption that does not
reflect the way UI benefits are paid for those individuals that work part-time, delay
benefits, or experience a combination of these factors.  A significant number of UI
recipients receive more weekly benefit checks than would be estimated using the
individual’s specific weeks of unemployment due to the partial reduction of benefits due
to part-time work.
Another limitation in the use of CPS data is the introduction of errors by the
participants’ answers to the survey questions.  Survey participants are often not familiar
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with the formal definitions of employment, unemployment, and job search.  Follow-up
interviews with CPS participants have shown significant periods of labor force exit that
have been misclassified as periods of unemployment (Poterba and Summers, 1984).
Additionally, the statistical frequency of reported unemployment duration show a
significant number of individuals reporting durations of multiples of four week periods
(Rothstein, 2011).
Data
The data assembled and utilized for this research comes from the Kentucky Office
of Employment and Training. When an individual becomes unemployed, they first apply
for UI benefits in their state. The eligibility of the individual is confirmed, and eligible
recipients receive UI compensation based on a formula that utilizes the individual’s past
work history and amount of earnings to determine a weekly UI benefit amount.
Each UI claim has three specific dates associated with the claim. The first date is
the date the claim was filed with the UI system. All UI claims are structured to be
effective before the date the claim was filed, and all state UI claims have an effective date
that is a Sunday. This is typically represented by an individual filing on a given day of the
week and the claim is made effective for the Sunday prior to the filing date.  However, in
some cases, an individual may delay filing for UI benefits, perhaps thinking that they will
quickly find another job. If an individual chooses, they may have their claim made
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effective as close to their separation date to allow for a larger, initial payment of their UI
benefits.
The key date associated with a state UI claim is the benefit year ending date. This
date is set approximately one year from the effective date of the claim and represents the
last day an individual my claim state benefits associated with the current claim.
Additionally, individuals may not file for or receive UI benefits on a new UI claim until
after this date.  Under the EUC program, this date was used to determine initial eligibility
for EUC benefits. Only claims with a benefit year ending date after May 1, 2007 were
eligible for EUC benefits. This means the relevant filing and effective dates for
individuals that had exhausted their state UI benefits and hoped to receive EUC benefits
were claims filed around May 1, 2006.
The amount of the weekly benefit payable to a claimant is set by statute in
Kentucky. An individual’s base period wages are defined as the wages paid by an
employer covered by the UI system over the oldest four of the last five, completed,
calendar quarters. This requirement can cause the relevant wages to be fairly far back in
an individual’s working history. For example, an individual filing for state UI on March
30, 2009 is filing in the first quarter of the 2009 calendar year. However, the quarter is
not completed, so a claim filed on March 30, 2009 would utilize the first four of the five,
previously completed calendar quarters. In the case of a claim made on March 30, 2009
the base period would cover the fourth quarter of 2007 thru the third quarter of 2008 (Q4-
2007 thru Q3-2008).
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Before a claimant’s weekly benefit amount can be calculated, the individual
must first be determined to be monetarily eligible. In Kentucky, there are four, legislated
tests for eligibility: the minimum level of earnings in each of the four quarters must
exceed $750, the sum of the four quarters cannot be smaller than 1.5 times the highest
earnings in one of the four quarters, the sum of the four quarterly wages minus the
highest earnings of the four quarters must be greater $750, and the sum of the last two
quarters must be more than 8 times the potential weekly benefit amount.
If all of these conditions are met, an individual is deemed monetarily eligible, and
the weekly benefit amount will be calculated by multiplying the total base period wages
earned in the oldest four of the five calendar quarters by the legislatively enabled
multiplicative factor.  During the time period of the data, the multiplicative factor was
unchanged and set to be 1.3078% of the base period wages. There is a statutory
maximum weekly benefit that is determined by statutory formula. That amount was $401
for all claims filed in calendar year 2006 and $415 for all claims filed from 2007 to the
current year.
Once the weekly benefit amount has been determined, an individual receives a
calculated maximum total benefit that can be received between the effective date of the
claim and the benefit year ending date. For the vast majority of claimants, this is
determined by multiplying the weekly benefit amount by 26. However, under certain
conditions involving significant variances in quarterly earnings, an individual will only
be eligible for benefits equivalent to the weekly benefit amount multiplied by 15.
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The claims data also provide, at the time the data was collected, the total number
and amount of UI payments an individual has received for each valid UI claim and any
remaining benefits that have not been claimed.
Data Examples and Summary Statistics
The data sets represent individuals that filed for state UI benefits from February to
July of 2006. These individuals have benefit year ending dates three months on either
side of the EUC eligibility date. The establishment of the eligibility date creates a
discontinuous change in the eligibility and duration of available UI compensation.
Figure II.2 provides an example of the UI claims data for an individual in the
April cohort. This individual first filed for state UI benefits on April 10, 2006. They
were found to be monetarily eligible and, based on their base period wages, received a
weekly benefit amount of $365. Over the course of 26 weeks, this individual received all
authorized benefits, as indicated by there being no remaining benefits available.
If this individual had not returned to the workforce6, when EUC benefits were
authorized in June, 2008, this individual would not have been eligible to receive the
additional UI benefits. The benefit year ending date of their initial state claim was before
May 1, 2007.
When this individual became unemployed and filed for unemployment on April
15, 2008, he started a new state UI claim.  The records indicate that he qualified for a
weekly benefit of $415 and received all benefits over a 26 week period. The wage records
6 Although not indicated in the table, it is possible to use the wage records to determine that this individual
returned to covered employment in the first quarter of 2007 (Q1-2007).
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indicate that this person has never received any wages once his second spell of
unemployment began. Once the second state UI claim benefits were exhausted, the
individual transitioned to EUC. The EUC claim became effective on October 12, 2008,
and the weekly benefit amount was set based on the base period wages associated with
the exhausted state UI claim.  All available EUC benefits were received, and he
transitioned to the EB program. Similar to the EUC program, the weekly benefit was set
based on the base period wages associated with the exhausted state UI claim. All
available EB benefits were received, and the individual had exhausted all 99 weeks of
available UI benefits.
This person illustrates the issue associated with the individuals in the February to
April cohort that were made not eligible by virtue of the EUC requirements: To ever
receive extended unemployment benefits, they had to have returned to the workforce.
The experience of the May to July cohort is decidedly different, as represented by
the Figure II.3 simplifying the UI claims data of a June filer. This individual first filed for
state UI benefits on July 5, 2006. The claimant was found to be monetarily eligible and,
based on his base period wages, received the maximum weekly benefit amount of $401.
Over the course of 26 weeks, this individual received all authorized benefits, as indicated
by there being no remaining benefits available.
Based on the wage records, this individual never returned to work in the covered
sector. When EUC benefits were authorized in June, 2008, this individual was eligible to
receive the additional UI benefits, as the benefit year ending date of their initial state
claim was before May 1, 2007.
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The EUC claim became effective on August 3, 2008, and the weekly benefit
amount was set based on the base period wages associated with the exhausted state UI
claim.  All available EUC benefits were received, and this individual transitioned to the
EB program. With the exhaustion of the EB benefits, this individual had received 99
weeks of benefits for an unemployment period that began in July of 2006.
Comparing the Control and Treatment Cohorts
As can be seen from the summary statistics (Table II.1), the two groups display a
significant similarity across demographic variables: both groups are approximately 60%
male, the distribution of individuals across the five defined age groups is almost identical,
and the ethnicity of the filers is very similar.
In comparing the two groups, the first obvious difference is in the number of
claimants in the respective cohorts. The February to April control group has 31,604
claimants, but the May to July treatment group has over 11,000 additional claimants at
43,238.
The principal reason for the larger number of claims in the treatment data set is
the large number of individuals that had short unemployment durations associated with a
temporary plant or facility shut-down.  The use of the Kentucky unemployment insurance
system during temporary plant shut-downs or retooling periods has historically been very
common during the spring and summer months.  The UI system in Kentucky does not
require a waiting week period for the collection of benefits. In many states, an individual
must forgo the first week of benefits, and this mechanism is used to prevent abuse of the
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unemployment system. An additional characteristic of the Kentucky unemployment
system is the ability for businesses to make voluntary payments to decrease the ratio of
charged benefits used to determine the contribution tax rates paid by employers.  A firm
can use the UI system to subsidize the cost of a retooling period and make a contribution
to their UI tax account to maintain the firm’s current UI tax rate. The result of this use of
the Kentucky unemployment system is a cross subsidy to these firms due to the
incomplete experience rating system for determining employer unemployment insurance
tax rates.  Feldstein (1976) identified this outcome and the political economy of such a UI
system structure in the reduction of employment rather than a decrease in hours worked.
Confirmation of this hypothesis can be found in the percentage of claimants that
are classified as participating in the manufacturing sector based on the NAICS code of
their employer.  In the control group, 33.2% of claimants are associated with an employer
classified as a manufacturer. In the treatment group, the number of claimants classified as
manufacturing increases to 46.9%.
Additionally, one of the data fields for a UI claim is the reason for the separation
from the claimant’s employment. In most UI claims the reason is listed as “lack of work”
or “discharged”, but there is a category called “job connection”. To be considered a “job
connected” separation from employment, the individual is asked if they were given a
recall date associated with their lay-off. While the receipt of a recall date does not
guarantee that an individual will be returning to their previous job, the expectation is that
the duration of the unemployment claim will be short. In the February to April group,
29.4% of claimants were recorded as having a job connected reason for their separation
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from work, but the treatment group had 44.3% of claimants listed as job connected.
There would seem to be support for the hypothesis that many claimants in the treatment
cohort were on temporary leave with an expectation of recall to their previous employer.
Other comparison statistics between the two cohorts show the influence of the
greater number of claimants in the manufacturing sector in the treatment group (Table
II.2). For example, the average weekly benefit for an individual in the control group is
$227, but the average in the treatment group is $254, a difference of $27. When
comparing just individuals in the manufacturing sector, the difference increases to $48
per week. In other NAICS classifications, such as construction and retail trade, the filers
in the May to July cohort have similar weekly benefit amounts.
Similar patterns exist in other calculated statistics, such as the average number of
weeks an individual received benefits. Figure II.4 shows the average recipient in the
February to April control group received 8.9 weeks of state UI benefits, with a significant
number exhausting benefits at 26 weeks.
In contrast, Figure II.5 shows the average filer in the treatment group received 8.3
weeks of benefits. There are a significant number of claimants that are clustered at the
low end of the histogram, receiving four or less weeks of benefits.
Further support for the theory of the influence of the temporary layoff claimants
can be seen in Figure II.6. Approximately 70% of treatment group recipients that are
coded as “job connected” claimants have a duration of four or fewer weeks of UI
benefits. Additionally, the number of individuals exhausting benefits at 26 weeks does
not display the proportional spike observed in other groups.
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In the treatment cohort, the impact of the manufacturing sector is quite large, with
the February to April manufacturing claimants receiving 7.4 weeks of benefits on
average, while the treatment group received only 5.2 weeks of benefits (Table II.2).  As
compared to other sectors, manufacturing experienced the largest percentage decrease
among all the major NAICS industry codes.
Data Issues and Concerns
Overall, the data assembled provides an incredibly rich and detailed view of the
unemployment insurance system utilization during the recent economic downturn.  As
with all data series, however, there are some concerns and limitations. The first major
concern is the fact that the data only covers the state of Kentucky.  In many regards,
Kentucky is not like other states; especially in terms of educational attainment, wealth
distribution, and occupational and industrial concentrations. The result may be an
inability to come to universal conclusions concerning the moral hazard cost of UI
benefits and the extension of the national UI program through Congressional action.
Other concerns arise from the data themselves. All of the data is from the sectors
of employment covered by unemployment insurance. Those employed in the agricultural
sector of the economy that are not covered by unemployment insurance represent a
significant portion of the working individuals in the state. The number of individuals
becoming self-employed has increased significantly in the last decade. Also, the data
cannot account for situations where an individual moved out of the state or dropped out
of the labor force.
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Other situations are caused by the way the data are reported by the Kentucky
unemployment insurance system. In figure II.7, a subset of an individual’s UI case file
representing three different applications for unemployment benefits is shown:
The claimant originally filed for state unemployment benefits on July 6, 2008.
The individual was found to be monetarily eligible and received the statutory maximum
weekly benefit amount of $415. Based on the fact that the individual received more than
26 payments and had no benefits remaining for the first claim, we can determine that this
person did earn and report wages during their unemployment claim7. Specifically,
Kentucky law requires that unemployment benefits be reduced by 80% of the amount of
the wages a recipient earns from part-time employment.  The total benefits available for
an individual qualifying for the maximum weekly benefit is $10,790.  The reduced
amount of total benefits available in the state UI claim is $10,638, $152 less than the
normal maximum benefits. This implies that the individual earned $190 in part time
wages over the course of the UI claim.
7 It is extremely common for researchers to discuss UI benefits in terms of weeks of available
benefits. State UI benefits are nearly always discussed as being 26 weeks, or the statutory maximum weeks
available for states that allow fewer weeks. This convention is convenient but misses the nuance of how
state UI programs are administered.  Claimants may receive up to the total amount of calculated eligible
benefits with no individual weekly check being larger than the calculated weekly benefit amount.
However, many unemployed individuals do work part-time during their unemployment period.  These
wages are legally required to be reported, and the claimant’s weekly benefit check is partially reduced by
the amount of the wages earned.  However, the total amount of available benefits is not reduced by the full
amount of the wages earned, and the end result is a claimant receiving more than 26 weeks of benefits.
Another possibility is an individual will start a state UI claim, draw for some number of weeks, and then
start a new job.  If the individual was to be laid off from the new job, they would resume collecting UI
benefits on the original claim. Again, the number of weeks of UI payments would not accurately reflect the
individual’s duration and unemployment experience. The only universal requirement is that all benefits
must be claimed by the benefit year ending date.
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Having exhausted the state UI claim, the claimant moved to the EUC program.
The record indicates that he filed for EUC on June 26, 2009. He continued to qualify for
the maximum weekly benefit of $415, and he is reported to have drawn the full $21,995
maximum available benefits over 53 weeks of payments.
The next claim is a state UI claim, filed on July 27, 2009. Again, the claimant
qualifies for the statutory maximum weekly benefit of $415, and he is reported to have
drawn the full $10,790 maximum available benefits over 26 weeks of payments. At first,
this looks to be a fraudulent claim; no one should be drawing EUC and state UI benefits
concurrently.
This simple example represents a common occurrence with individuals that
receive EUC benefits.  The key fact is that the first state UI claim had a benefit year
ending date of July 4, 2009. While the claimant drew all available benefits from the state
claim, he had not found full time employment.  This claimant would then transition to the
EUC program, as an individual may not start a new state UI claim until after the benefit
year ending date has been reached. The individual files on June 26, 2009 for EUC. He is
eligible for $415 and they start drawing EUC.
However, an individual receiving EUC may not continue to do so if they are
eligible to receive state UI benefits. This claimant received two weeks of EUC benefits to
cover the time between filing for EUC and the first date they were eligible to go back on
a valid state UI claim.  Once the benefit year ending date of July 4, 2009 passed, the
claimant was required to file for a new state UI claim. The individual did so on July 27,
2009, qualified monetarily for the maximum benefit of $415, and was given an effective
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date of July 5, 2009, one day after the previous state UI claim’s benefit year ending
date.
The individual drew all available benefits from this state UI claim as indicated by
the 26 weekly payments totaling $10,790. At this point, the individual returned to the
EUC program and drew the remaining 51 weeks of EUC benefits for which they were
eligible.
Claimants Returned to the State UI System from EUC
For researchers attempting to estimate the disincentive effects of extended
unemployment benefits, the way the benefits are reported by the administrative UI
systems can complicate the correct timeline of benefit receipts.  As the above example
shows, the requirement that an individual return to the state UI system where eligible can
extend the time period an individual receives a valid EUC claim over a period of almost
two years.
The disincentive effects are even more difficult to isolate in the case where an
individual has enough base period wages to qualify for a new state UI claim, but the new
weekly benefit amount is less than the amount they would have received if they had
remained on the EUC program.  For example, an individual could file for state UI,
qualify for the maximum weekly benefit of $415 and draw all available benefits. If they
have not found employment, they would transition to the EUC program and continue to
draw the $415 weekly benefit.  This would continue until all 99 weeks of available state
and Federal unemployment benefits had been exhausted.
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Contrast that situation with an individual that attempts to find part-time work, at
$100 per week, during their unemployment period.  While the individual may have also
qualified for the maximum weekly benefit of $415, the individual will have reduced
weekly benefit payments due to the part-time earnings, but they will not be reduced
dollar for dollar.  If this individual has not found suitable, full time employment, he could
begin receiving EUC benefits at the same weekly rate they were receiving state UI
benefits. However, at the end of the benefit year for the initial state UI claim, the rules
require the worker to apply for a new state UI claim.   Using the base period wages,
which now include the $100 per week, part-time earnings, the individual will qualify for
a new state UI claim. However, the weekly benefits amount would be approximately only
one-third of the previous state UI claim weekly benefit. If the claimant had not engaged
in part-time work or reported zero earnings, they could have continued to collect Federal
extended benefits of $415 until all 99 weeks of available benefits were exhausted.
Structural disincentive aspects of the UI system further complicate the analysis of
claimants responding to extended benefit periods.
For the full data set, 149,051 individuals collected EUC payments from the time
the program began to the end of 2010. Of these individuals, 13,944 (9.3%) were required
to return to the state UI system after the benefit year ending date was reached on the
original state UI claim.  These individuals were found to be monetarily eligible for state
UI and could no longer legally receive EUC payments.  However, 10,219 (73.3%) of the
claimants returned to the state UI system had base period wages that resulted in a lower
weekly benefit amount than the amount from the original state and EUC claims.  The
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average decrease in the weekly benefit amount for those individuals returned to the state
UI system from EUC, and made worse off, was approximately $103.  For a small number
of individuals, the new benefit amount was the statutory minimum of $39 after having
been collecting EUC at the statutory maximum of $415.
Effects of EUC on Post-Unemployment Earnings and Job Match
Quality
As discussed earlier, numerous studies have demonstrated the moral hazard effect
of extended benefit duration on the exit rate from unemployment (Meyer 1990, Katz and
Meyer 1990, Card and Levine 2000). The increase in the exit rate as individuals approach
the exhaustion of available benefits also has implications for the quality of the job
matches observed post-unemployment (Ehrenberg and Oaxaca, 1976). The closer an
individual is to the exhaustion of their unemployment compensation, the marginal benefit
of job search effort increases and reservation wages decrease (Mortensen, 1977).
Beginning with Ehrenberg and Oaxaca (1976), several studied have found a
positive relationship between extended unemployment compensation and post-
unemployment outcomes, as measured by wages and/or job tenure. Addison and
Blackburn (2000) and Caliendo, et al (2012) find weak, though positive, effects of
unemployment compensation on re-employment wages and job tenure. The overall
conclusions of most research on job match quality implies that the most significant
impact on job match quality would be expected to be observed among comparisons of
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unemployment compensation recipients versus non-recipients, rather than marginal
increases in available duration within unemployment insurance programs.
One aspect of the literature on unemployment compensation and re-employment
job match quality that is not often discussed is the issue of individuals returning to their
original employers. Feldstein (1976) discussed the impact of temporary layoffs, due to
collective bargaining agreements, seniority, and/or job-specific human capital, and
concludes it is necessary to reevaluate the unemployment compensation system and the
theories of unemployment to incorporate the impact of temporary layoffs. The use of
temporary layoffs turns the unemployment compensation system into a subsidy for
layoffs that would not be expected to occur or be shorter in duration in the absence of the
UI system.
Before estimating the effect of EUC on post-unemployment wages and labor
force attachment, the wage records for the individuals in the control and treatment
cohorts were analyzed to determine if they had returned to the employer that their
original state UI claim was charged8. As discussed earlier, “job connected” claimants are
provided with a potential recall date, and the expectation is for the individual to have a
temporary layoff and to then return to their place of employment.  Removing the
claimants that were coded as “job connected” and matching wage records with the
employer of record for the control and treatment periods, the percentage of claimants
found to have returned to their original employer were 12.4% and 10.9% for the control
and treatment cohorts, respectfully.
8 Although not a common occurrence, it is important to note that the employer charged with a UI claim may
not be the claimant’s last chronological employer.
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Recall that when the EUC program was created in June of 2008, the policy goal
was to help those individuals impacted by the recession rather than the chronically
unemployed from earlier time periods. The enacting legislation mandated that to be
eligible for EUC benefits an individual had to exhaust all available state unemployment
benefits for claims that had a benefit year ending date of May 1, 2007 or later. The
control group was not eligible due to their benefit year ending date being before May 1,
2007, while the treatment group is eligible for EUC. To estimate the effect of EUC on
wages and labor force attachment, the control and treatment groups are restricted to those
individuals that meet the eligibility requirements for EUC when the program is created.
For both the control and treatment cohorts, the individuals had to not be eligible
for a new state UI claim. If an individual is eligible for a new state UI claim, they must
collect state benefits before collecting EUC. To make this determination, a calculation of
the potential weekly benefit for state UI was created based on the available wage records.
Individuals in both cohorts that were not eligible for a new state UI claim were identified
as potential EUC recipients. For the control group, these individuals were eligible “but-
for” the benefit year ending date associated with their state UI claim made in February to
April of 2006.  Finally, the “job connected” UI claimants were removed.  The resulting
sample included 17,085 individuals, with 8,584 in the control group and 8,501 in the
treatment group.
Two-stage least squares was used to estimate the effect of EUC on post-
unemployment nominal and relative earnings and the number of calendar quarters
worked in 2009 and 2010.  The exogenous regressors included demographic variables
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including age, educational attainment, and ethnicity. Dummy variables for industry
classification were also included.
In Table II.3, the first column reports the first stage results from the regression of
the endogenous variable EUC2008, an indication of an individual receiving EUC benefits
in 2008, on all of the exogenous variables, including the treatment variable, indicating a
benefit year ending date indicating an individual was potentially eligible for EUC
benefits, and the remaining exogenous variables in the structural equation. The first stage
regression has moderate explanatory power, and the coefficient of the treatment variable
is positive and statistically significant.
The second stage provides the results of intrinsic interest, those from the
instrumental variable regression of wages earned in 2010 on EUC2008 and several
exogenous regressors, with dummy variables controlling for industry variation.  The
impact of receiving EUC in 2008 on future earnings is strongly negative and statistically
significant with nominal wages in 2009 being reduced by $3,541 and $2,158 in 2010.
Most of the other explanatory variables are also of the correct sign and have statistical
significance, especially the returns to education.
Tables II.4 and II.5 report the results of the two-stage least squares, second stage
results for the equations with and without the inclusion of county dummy variables. As
reported in Table II.4, the effect of receiving EUC in 2008 has a significant impact on the
nominal wages earned in calendar year 2009 and 2010.  Additionally, the number of
quarters worked in each year is also reduced.  Table II.5 adds county dummy variables to
control for the regional variation in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.  Kentucky has three
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significant areas of urbanization, with the remainder of the state qualifying as mostly
rural. The addition of the county dummy variables reduces the magnitude of the
estimated coefficients for the EUC variable, but all remain the expected sign and have the
same level of statistical significance as the previous specification that only included
industry dummy variables. (Appendix A has the two-stage least squares, second stage
results for additional specifications.)
These results imply that the treatment group, while demographically similar, did
not make high quality job matches after receiving EUC in 2008.  As compared to the
control group, which was required to rejoin the workforce before state UI or EUC
benefits could be received in 2008, the treatment group had lower earnings and fewer
quarters worked. One possibility for this outcome could be EUC claimants’ expectation
that they would qualify for an extension of benefit duration. As their individual
exhaustion date approached and the potential for additional weeks of EUC was uncertain,
their reservation wage decreased and willingness to take jobs that previously would have
been rejected.
Across all specifications, a consistent pattern emerges: The unemployment
insurance recipients that received EUC in 2008 from the treatment group consistently
have lower earned nominal and relative wages in later periods and work fewer quarters in
later years.
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Conclusion
The policy question of the impact of extended unemployment benefits has not
been fully answered. Rothstein (2011) and others conclude that the repeated extensions of
UI benefits had little impact on individual’s search effort and the corresponding
unemployment rate. Others, such as Mazumder (2011) and Robert Barro (2010) have
argued that the extensions of unemployment benefits have caused significant
inefficiencies as individuals reduce search effort and increase reservation wages.
The data that has been assembled for this project represents a unique opportunity
to examine the impacts of the UI system and the extension of benefits on the utilization
rates and employment outcomes of unemployed individuals. While there are issues
concerning the data only covering the state of Kentucky and individuals covered by the
unemployment system, the data provides a level of detail not available to most
researchers.
The results from examining the data look very promising. While the current
economic outlook is continuing to improve, future policy decisions will be made based
on the experiences of the past recession. The effort to modernize and improve the UI
system is already occurring at the state level, as many states are struggling to repay
billions of dollars in Federal loans used to pay benefits over the last five years.  The
proper analysis of the past UI experience will aid the creation of a more optimal UI
system in the future.
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Table II.3: Two-Stage Least Squares on 2009 and 2010 Wages and Quarters Worked
Stage I Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES EUC_2008 Wages 2009 Wages 2010
EUC_2008 -3,541*** -2,158**
(935.0) (1,016)
Treated 0.0368***
(0.00624)
Age 0.000903*** -12.89*** -21.99***
(0.000147) (2.106) (2.288)
High School -0.0560*** -471.0*** -389.5***
(0.00517) (89.63) (97.38)
High School Plus 0.00476 361.6*** 357.1***
(0.00498) (69.03) (75.01)
Vocational 0.356*** 846.7* 264.8
(0.0211) (448.3) (487.1)
Associate 0.434*** 2,219*** 2,078***
(0.0204) (501.6) (545.0)
College Graduate 0.00462 946.2*** 1,154***
(0.00682) (94.30) (102.5)
Male -0.0144*** 202.3*** 208.2***
(0.00391) (55.01) (59.76)
Black 0.328*** 1,079*** 378.6
(0.0173) (390.7) (424.5)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.0226 1,044 2,075***
(0.0471) (651.0) (707.3)
Observations 15,295 15,295 15,295
R-squared 0.335 0.05 0.05
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table II.4: Two-Stage Least Squares on 2009 and 2010 Wages and Quarters Worked
Second Stage Estimates with Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES Wages 2009 Wages 2010
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2010
EUC_2008 -3,541*** -2,158** -2.435*** -1.920***
(935.0) (1,016) (0.511) (0.517)
Age -12.89*** -21.99*** -0.0160*** -0.0216***
(2.106) (2.288) (0.00115) (0.00116)
High School -471.0*** -389.5*** -0.252*** -0.215***
(89.63) (97.38) (0.0490) (0.0496)
High School Plus 361.6*** 357.1*** 0.188*** 0.164***
(69.03) (75.01) (0.0378) (0.0382)
Vocational 846.7* 264.8 0.813*** 0.591**
(448.3) (487.1) (0.245) (0.248)
Associate 2,219*** 2,078*** 1.393*** 1.451***
(501.6) (545.0) (0.274) (0.277)
College Graduate 946.2*** 1,154*** 0.0910* 0.136***
(94.30) (102.5) (0.0516) (0.0521)
Male 202.3*** 208.2*** -0.124*** -0.141***
(55.01) (59.76) (0.0301) (0.0304)
Black 1,079*** 378.6 1.062*** 0.672***
(390.7) (424.5) (0.214) (0.216)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1,044 2,075*** 1.470*** 1.777***
(651.0) (707.3) (0.356) (0.360)
Observations 15,295 15,295 15,295 15,295
R-squared 0.05 0.05 0.038 0.036
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table II.5: Two-Stage Least Squares on 2009 and 2010 Wages and Quarters Worked
Second Stage Estimates with Industry and County Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES Wages 2009 Wages 2010
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2010
EUC_2008 -3,339*** -1,950* -2.152*** -1.730***
(926.6) (1,009) (0.502) (0.510)
Age -13.75*** -22.89*** -0.0166*** -0.0222***
(2.120) (2.309) (0.00115) (0.00117)
High School -460.9*** -383.8*** -0.240*** -0.214***
(90.13) (98.16) (0.0488) (0.0496)
High School Plus 384.3*** 381.7*** 0.203*** 0.181***
(69.07) (75.23) (0.0374) (0.0380)
Vocational 767.4* 219.4 0.727*** 0.538**
(446.0) (485.7) (0.242) (0.246)
Associate 2,068*** 1,922*** 1.211*** 1.325***
(487.3) (530.7) (0.264) (0.268)
College Graduate 987.6*** 1,197*** 0.114** 0.169***
(95.48) (104.0) (0.0517) (0.0526)
Male 219.7*** 227.3*** -0.104*** -0.122***
(54.57) (59.43) (0.0296) (0.0301)
Black 1,071*** 333.7 1.001*** 0.622***
(397.1) (432.5) (0.215) (0.219)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1,700** 3,869*** 2.057*** 2.695***
(762.0) (829.9) (0.413) (0.420)
Observations 15,295 15,295 15,295 15,295
R-squared 0.045 0.046 0.06 0.057
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Chapter III
Post-Unemployment Outcomes
This section examines the relationship between post-unemployment wage
outcomes and the utilization of extended unemployment compensation. Individuals that
utilized or were eligible for the extended benefits of the EUC program are compared to
those workers that were not eligible for EUC program or exited the unemployment
system in Kentucky without transitioning to the EUC program from the standard state UI
system.
For policy makers, the potential trade-off between more generous unemployment
benefits, in terms of duration or as a percentage of pre-unemployment earnings, and
better post-unemployment outcomes is intellectually appealing.  During the “Great
Recession” that started in December of 2007 and ended in June of 2009, the duration of
UI benefits was extended from 26 weeks to a maximum of 99 weeks of unemployment
compensation.9 The billions of dollars spent in unemployment compensation could be
partially offset with the welfare gains from increased job match quality as recipients raise
their reservation wage in response to the more generous benefits. However, if long
periods of unemployment are associated with depreciation of human capital and an
9 Chapter I provides an overview of the history of the labor market and unemployment
insurance trends in Kentucky during this time period. The history of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation program (EUC) and the key expansions and extension of
the program are discussed.
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erosion of valuable job related skills, the extended benefits may lead to a decrease in
post-unemployment earnings.
Related Literature
A significant number of studies have demonstrated the moral hazard effect of
extended benefit duration on the exit rate from unemployment (Meyer 1990, Katz and
Meyer 1990, Card and Levine 2000). The increase in the exit rate as individuals approach
the exhaustion of available benefits also has implications for the quality of the job
matches observed post-unemployment (Ehrenberg and Oaxaca, 1976). The closer an
individual is to the exhaustion of their unemployment compensation, the marginal benefit
of job search effort increases and reservation wages decrease (Mortensen, 1977).
The overall impact of unemployment compensation on post-
unemployment outcomes is an empirical concern. Ehrenberg and Oaxaca (1976) provided
the first analysis to address the question of more generous benefits on re-employment
wages, and they found higher benefits resulted in increased reservation wages and
subsequent higher post-unemployment earnings among older males. Further addressing
the potential for unemployment benefits to act as a subsidy for an extended job search,
Marimon and Zilibotti (1999) find increases in productivity growth for workers that
utilize their unemployment benefits to become more selective in finding suitable jobs
where the workers are likely to have a longer tenure. With risk-averse job seekers, the
provision of unemployment benefits has been theoretically shown to encourage
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unemployed workers to use their subsidized search time to find higher-productivity jobs
and encourage firms to create higher quality jobs (Marimon and Zilibotti, 1999.)  These
studies provided support for the potential for unemployment benefits to partially offset
the negative effects of unemployment insurance to increase the inflow of workers into
unemployment spells and increase the duration of the time workers remain unemployed.
The generosity of an unemployment insurance system is often analyzed in terms
of either the duration of benefits or the replacement percentage of the pre-unemployment
earnings provided. Previous studies on the relationship between benefit duration and the
quality of post-unemployment job quality have been mixed.
Several studies have found a positive relationship between benefit duration and
subsequent job tenure or wages. Belzil (1995, 2001) investigated the change in the
implementation of the initial entitlement period for Canadian workers in 1977 and found
a small, weakly positive relationship between increases in the maximum benefit duration
and the tenure for subsequent jobs for young males. Focusing on the increase in benefit
duration in Norway, Guare, et al (2008) find an increase in post-unemployment earnings
of five percent and associated increases in job tenure with an extension of benefits.
Centeno and Novo (2009) use the sharp discontinuity in the eligibility for unemployment
benefits in the Portuguese UI system to identify a liquidity effect and heterogeneous
gains for low income workers.  The low wage workers have an increase in job match
quality as the UI benefits allow for reduced pressure to accept lower productivity jobs.
Other studies investigating benefit duration and post-unemployment outcomes
have found no effect or negative impacts. These studies have used policy or legislative
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changes in benefit duration to investigate how unemployment benefit recipients respond
to the change in available benefits.  One class of studies utilizes a difference-in-
differences technique where the policy change allows for a before and after comparison
of UI recipients.  The observed change accounts for the first difference. Next, a treatment
group affected by the policy change is identified and compared to the control group that
is unaffected by the policy change.  The resulting difference-in-differences allows the
treatment effect of the policy change to be isolated. Another class of studies utilizes a
regression discontinuity design (RDD) to examine the impact of policy changes based on
the resulting discontinuities observed in the availability, duration, or generosity of
benefits across recipients.  Individuals on either side of the discontinuity are often similar
in characteristics and differ only in their potential availability of unemployment benefits.
By observing the differences in behavior and outcomes of individuals on either side of
the discontinuity, the impact of the policy change on UI recipients can be identified.
Van Ours and Vodopivec (2008) utilized the difference-in-differences approach to
analyze a change in Slovenia’s unemployment system that dramatically changed the
potential duration of unemployment benefits based on pre-unemployment work
experience. The reforms reduced the available duration of benefits by up to half for most
workers.  While the reduction in benefit duration significantly reduced unemployment
duration, there were no detectable impacts on wages or job tenure.  Also using the
difference-in-differences, Degen and Lalive (2013) study the impact of a reform in
Switzerland in 2003 that reduced the potential benefit duration from 24 to 18 months for
job seekers younger than age 55. Their results indicated that the shorter benefit duration
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increased earnings of the job seekers aged 50 to 54 in both the first two years after
entering unemployment and up to 50 months later.  These results support the theory that
shorter durations of unemployment benefits can spur recipients to find suitable
employment before significant depreciation of human capital and skills can occur.
The regression discontinuity design has been used in several studies to examine
the policy changes made in European countries to unemployment insurance systems.
Card et al (2007) examine a change made to the Austrian UI system that created a
discontinuity between workers with less than 36 months of work experience in the
previous five years and those workers that had greater levels of work experience.  Those
workers with the larger level of work experience received 10 additional weeks of benefits
over the 20 weeks available to all unemployed workers. Examining the impact of the
policy change on workers aged 20-50, the authors found no impact on the quality of post-
unemployment job matches in terms of average wages or job tenure.  Using a similar
approach, Le Barbanchon (2012) investigated the French UI system in the years 2000-
2002 where workers that have been employed for eight months or more in the previous
year are eligible for more than double the duration of benefits.  In addition to finding that
jobseekers eligible for the extended benefit period exit unemployment approximately 2.5
months later than those not eligible, those receiving the extended benefits do not make
better quality matches in their new employment.
In Germany, the UI system provides an extra six month of benefits for those
workers aged 45 or older.  The resulting discontinuity between younger workers eligible
for up to one year of benefits and older workers eligible for 18 months of unemployment
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compensation was analyzed by Caliendo et al (2012).  The authors used a sample of
unemployed workers from 2001 to 2003, with ages on either side of the discontinuity.
Those workers receiving the extend period of benefits were found to have an exit rate
from the UI system 14% lower than the slightly younger workers and had a small
negative, but not significant, reduction in subsequent job tenure. The authors also found
an import heterogeneous effect of the availability of extended benefits. Those workers
receiving the shorter period benefit period and finding new employment at or after the
end of their benefits had lower quality job matches than those workers that received
extended benefits but exited at the same point in their benefit schedule.  The implication
is that those workers with the shorter benefit period accept job offers they would
normally reject, while those workers that receive extended benefits are less likely to exit
subsequent jobs and receive higher wages when exiting unemployment at the same time
period.
The empirical literature on the impact of unemployment insurance benefit levels
on post-unemployment wages and job quality is significantly more limited.  Addison and
Blackburn (2000) investigate the impact of UI benefit levels on subsequent wages earned
by individuals sampled in the Displaced Worker Survey, a supplement to the January
Current Population Survey.  The authors find little to no correlation between benefit
levels and the quality of re-employment wages.  Additional research on unemployment
benefit generosity and job quality in the United States is provided by Centeno (2004).
Utilizing the significant differences in UI benefit generosity across the states and over
time, the 1979 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth was transformed to have each
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observation represent an employment spell. He finds that more generous benefits allow
for longer search periods that result in better job quality matches as measured by job
tenure, especially during economic downturns.
There have been recent developments in the literature examining the relationship
between benefit levels and the subsequent labor market outcomes by utilizing the
regression kink design (RKD) to identify the response to policy changes identified by
Altonji and Matzkin (2005). Card et al. (2009) utilized RKD to examine the endogeneity
problem of unemployment benefits being determined by a formula that depends on pre-
unemployment earnings. Unemployment benefits are normally defined as a percentage of
pre-unemployment earnings capped at a statutorily determined level.  Using data from the
state of Washington, the kink in the level of UI benefits was used to estimate the average
impact on total benefits paid and benefit duration. The results indicated that the RKD,
similar to regression discontinuity designs, allows for identification of the impact of
policy variables around the kink point.
The impact of the kink in the level of benefits based on pre-unemployment wages
and the resulting impact of benefit levels on post-unemployment wages have been
investigated by two recent papers. Ek (2013) uses data from the UI system in Sweden to
examine the kink in the level of benefits on several measures of post-unemployment job
quality. The results indicate that greater levels of UI benefits prolong the duration of
unemployment spells and decrease subsequent earnings. Using a similar research design,
Kyyra and Pesola (2015) examine the kink in pre-unemployment earnings and the level
of benefits available in Finland.  They find that higher levels of UI benefits increase the
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duration of unemployment and have negative impacts on future earnings for up to three
years after the beginning of an unemployment spell.
The overall conclusion, based on the existing literature, indicates that there are no
effects on average on the quality of post-unemployment employment due to either the
potential duration of unemployment benefits or the replacement rate of the benefits.
Several studies have found heterogeneous impacts that would imply the larger impact on
the unemployed would be liquidity constraints rather than wage bargaining or the ability
for UI benefits to support an improved search for an appropriate job match.
Data and Summary Statistics
The data assembled and utilized for this portion of the research originates from
the same sources as the results presented in Chapters I-II. The administrative data
provided by the Kentucky Office of Employment and Training contains the records for
each individual filing for UI compensation from January 2006 through July of 2012.
Included in the data are the base period earnings used to calculate the weekly benefit
amount an individual will receive while unemployed.  Additional demographic and
employment information includes: age, sex, ethnicity, reason for separation from
employer, geographic location of residence, geographic location of place of work,
employer NAICS code. Additionally, for many of the claimants, the level of education,
veteran status, school enrollment, and other information is available.
The weekly benefit amount of unemployment compensation is calculated by
multiplying the total base period wages earned in the oldest four of the five calendar
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quarters by the legislatively enabled multiplicative factor.  During the time period of the
data, the multiplicative factor was unchanged and set to be 1.3078% of the base period
wages. There is a statutory maximum weekly benefit that is determined by statutory
formula. That amount was $401 for all claims filed in calendar year 2006 and $415 for all
claims filed from 2007 to the current year. For each individual, the replacement rate of
the statutorily determined benefit amount to the pre-unemployment wage earnings has
been calculated.
Table III.1 presents the summary statistics for the 876,449 individual claims
identified for the analysis. The claimants match the pattern observed in the research
presented in the earlier chapters. Across all observations, the average weekly benefit
amount was $309.33, and the average duration was 13.7 weeks of benefits of State UI
benefits and 22.3 weeks of benefits across all available UI programs. The sample also has
demographic characteristics that are similar to the previous samples and mirror the
Kentucky workforce. The claimants are predominately white and the majority is between
25 and 55 years old.  The educational attainment of the group is also representative of the
Kentucky population with the majority of the individuals having graduated from high
school or obtained a GED. The average weekly benefit for a week of unemployment
insurance follows the pattern one would expect with individuals having more education
receiving a higher average benefit based on the pre-unemployment wages earned.
The quarterly wage files for all individuals covered under the UI system have also
been assembled. The wage data covers over 2.8 million individuals from 2005 through
2013 with over 60 million quarterly wage records. For those individuals that file for
78
unemployment benefits, the wage data allows for an examination of the earnings and
occupational classification of the worker before and after their period of unemployment.
The wage data also allows for the calculation of the average wage and starting
wages for new hires for each business sector in the Commonwealth. Individuals receiving
unemployment compensation face competition from other individuals joining the
workforce that are willing to accept the current entry level wage in an industry sector.
Combining the information from the UI system and the wage data for Kentucky workers
allows for the possibility of analyzing similarly situated unemployed individual’s search
effort and reemployment outcomes based on the wage replacement rates of benefits.
The data is arranged in person, calendar quarter observational format. To maintain
anonymity, the social security numbers of the individuals have been replaced with a
unique, anonymous identifier. The observations start with the first quarter of 2005 (Q1-
2005) and end with the fourth quarter of 2013 (Q4-2013). For each quarter, the sum of all
reported wages earned by the individual are reported. Many individuals move from one
employer to another or hold multiple jobs during a quarter. To identify these workers,
each individual has the top three employers, based on total wages paid, listed for each
quarter. The employer is identified by the unique identification code used by the UI tax
system, and their six digit NAICS code is reported.
To begin analyzing the impact of unemployment compensation on post-
unemployment job quality, the differences in quarterly wages pre- and post-
unemployment are compared.  Pre-claim wages are structured identically to the
programmatic UI system, and use the same base period wages that were used to calculate
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the weekly benefit amount.  The method of calculation excludes the most recent
completed quarter and the quarter in which the individual filed for unemployment.  As a
result, the impact of falling wages or available hours of work prior to an unemployment
spell is reduced. For the post-unemployment wages, all wages earned after the quarter in
which an individual either exhausts benefits or exits the UI are included.  The wages are
reported quarterly, and excluding the first quarter of earning post-claim allows for the
variation of when in a quarter an individual began employment. For those individuals
having wages reported from multiple employers, the employer with the largest earnings is
considered to be the industry in which the individual is employed post-unemployment.
Table III.2 presents the average change in quarterly wages across all observations.
The average worker experienced a decline in average earnings of $525.19. Females had a
larger level of earnings declines as compared to male workers, but due to a lower average
pre-claim level of earnings, the decline represents a larger percentage decline in earnings
for the median female claimant. Other than those workers under the age of 25, all
workers aged 25 to over 55 experienced declines in quarterly earnings, with older
workers facing significantly large declines in the percentage change in wages.  The
pattern of the decline in quarterly earnings within education levels follows the pattern
presented earlier, with higher levels of education being associated with larger decreases
in earnings.
Recall, that one of the data fields for a UI claim is the reason for the separation
from the claimant’s employment. In most UI claims the reason is listed as “lack of work”
or “discharged”, but there is a category called “job connected”. To be considered a “job
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connected” separation from employment, the individual is asked if they were given a
recall date associated with their lay-off. While the receipt of a recall date does not
guarantee that an individual will be returning to their previous job, the expectation is that
the duration of the unemployment claim will be short. Additionally, during the time
period covered by the data, the UI system in Kentucky did not require a waiting week
period for the collection of benefits. The impact of the distinction between those workers
that experienced unemployment due to “lack of work” or “discharged” versus those that
were “job connected” is dramatic.  Workers in the “lack of work” or “discharged”
categories experienced significant declines in quarterly earnings, $1,035 and $1,785,
respectively. However, those workers expecting to be recalled had an average increase of
$247 in their quarterly earnings, supporting the idea that temporary layoffs that do not
cause job changes have little impact on future wages.
The impact on post-unemployment wages between those individuals that only
used the State UI system versus those that utilized the extended benefits provided by the
EUC program is significant.  Table III.3 presents the average change in quarterly wages
for the two groups, and individuals that did not receive extended benefits had an average
decrease in quarterly earnings of $182 as compared to $2,197 for those receiving
extended benefits.  The trends are consistent across the demographic and occupational
groups.
For the workers that only utilized State UI benefits, several categories
experienced positive average reemployment wage changes.  Claims associated with
young workers under age 25 that did not transition to extended benefits had an average
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increase in quarterly wages of $548, while the same aged workers that did transition to
EUC had an average decline in quarterly wages of $953. A similar pattern is observed for
workers in the manufacturing sector, as workers utilizing 26 weeks or less of benefits
experienced an average increase in quarterly wages of $130, as compared to
manufacturing workers that claimed more than 26 weeks of benefits having an average
decrease of $2,201.
This same pattern is also observed with the workers classified as “job connected”
separations.  However, this is an expected outcome given the workers’ expectation of
being recalled to their employer, and these workers often have significantly shorter
durations of unemployment spells. A worker that began their unemployment spell
expecting to be recalled that went on to transition to EUC benefits would likely engage in
a limited job search.  The disparity between these workers’ wage outcomes is not a
surprising result.
The reduction in reemployment wages across educational attainment levels also
displays similar patterns that have been reported in previous sections.  The largest
category of workers in the UI system is those with a high school degree, accounting for
approximately 44% of UI claims.  For high school graduates that did not transition to
extended UI benefits, the average decrease in quarterly earnings was approximately $83.
Those high school graduates that received EUC benefits had an average decline in
quarterly earnings of approximately $1,825. For these workers, the additional weeks of
unemployment benefits could potentially be associated with a decline in job skills and
human capital that significantly reduced reemployment outcomes.
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In addition to the differences in quarterly wages pre- and post-unemployment,
three additional measures of labor market outcomes are compared.  The first is a
calculation of the wages earned by the individual in the calendar year of 2013. All
claimants that have exited the UI system by the end of the third calendar quarter of 2012
are included in the analysis. Table III.4 presents the average change in quarterly wages
across all the qualifying observations.  The average worker had a gain in average
quarterly wages received in 2013 of $330.  The impact of utilizing the EUC program is
dramatic, as workers that only utilized the State UI system had an average increase of
$692, while those receiving extended benefits had an average decrease in earnings of
$1,374. The trends are mostly consistent across the demographic and occupational
groups. For the individual’s that never transitioned to extended benefits, the average
quarterly wages earned in 2013 are greater than the pre-unemployment spell earnings.
The only exception is workers older than age 55, which experienced an average decline
of $942.
Recall that in the analysis of the post-unemployment wages, all wages earned
after the quarter in which an individual either exhausts benefits or exits the UI are
included.  The first quarter after an individual exits the UI system could be the next
calendar quarter or could be several quarters after the exit quarter.  By comparing the
labor market outcomes of individuals that immediately return to the workforce to those
individuals that have a delay in returning to the labor market, the impact of the extended
search and potential increase in reservation wages of claimants that utilize extended
benefits may be observed.
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Table III.5 presents the average change in quarterly wages for the first full quarter
of reported wages after an exit from the UI system.  Across all observations, the average
worker experienced a decrease in quarterly earnings of $1,129. The decrease in average
reemployment wages follows the patterns observed earlier across demographic and
occupational groups. For the workers that utilized extended benefits, the decrease in
reemployment wages was dramatically larger than those workers that only utilized State
UI benefits.  The average decline in quarterly reemployment earnings was $3,436 for
EUC recipients, as compared to a decline of $655 for workers only utilizing State UI
benefits. The impact on older workers and those with higher levels of education is very
large.  The age cohorts of age forty-five and over had average declines of $708-$741
when only receiving State benefits, but those workers had declines of over $4,000 when
receiving extended benefits.  A similar pattern is observed across college graduates, with
those individuals with a bachelor’s degree or greater having declines of more than $5,000
when receiving extended benefits, as compared to $2,000-$3,000 for those that did not
transition to EUC.
Table III.6 presents the average change in quarterly wages for the first full quarter
of reported wages in the quarter immediately following the quarter an individual exited
the UI system.  Across all the individuals that reported wages in the first exit quarter, the
average decline in quarterly earnings was $713. The decline in quarterly earnings for
workers that received on State UI benefits was $411, as compared to the individuals
receiving extended benefits which experienced an average decline of $2,896.  These
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declines are all lower than average across all workers based on the first full quarter of
earnings reported in Table III.5.
The decrease in average reemployment wages follows the patterns consistently
observed across demographic and occupational groups. Additionally, the reemployment
outcomes for those workers immediately returning to the workforce are significant.  For
workers employed by firms classified as manufacturers, the average worker experienced
a decrease in reemployment earnings of $499. The decline in reemployment earnings was
$808 when the first reported quarter of earnings was analyzed.  The differences are more
significant when comparing those that transition to extended benefits. Manufacturing
workers that only utilize State UI benefits and return to work immediately after exiting
the UI system experience an average decline in reemployment wages of $290, as
compared to $424 when the return to work is delayed.  For those workers that utilize
EUC, the average decline is $3,227 in the first exit quarter.  The decline across workers
with delayed reentry to employment is $3,903.  In the case of construction employees,
those that only utilize the State UI system and report earnings in the first exit quarter have
an increase in reemployment earnings of $315, while those that transition to EUC have an
average decline of $2,684.  However, that is still lower than the decline of $3,160 for
EUC recipients with delayed reentry to the workforce.
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Empirical Approach
In order to examine the effect of EUC on reemployment wages and outcomes, the
following equation was estimated:
Wit = β0 + β1Xit + β2Zt + County_TURt + Industryt +EUC+ ɛit
where W represents a measure of the reemployment wages compared to an individual’s
pre-unemployment spell earnings. Vector X includes demographic characteristics of the
claimant including: age, sex, and ethnic background.  Vector Z represents the educational
attainment levels of the individual when the UI claim was filed. County_TUR represents
the total unemployment rate in the county where the claimant resides at the time of the UI
claim. The total unemployment rate in the county of residence was collected for each
county on three dates: the month the initial claim was filed, the month represented by 26
weeks (the maximum number of equivalent weeks of benefits an individual may receive
on State UI) following the claim filing date, and the month represented by 52 weeks after
the initial filing date. Industry is a vector of dummy variables representing the industry an
individual was employed based on the NAICS code of their employer.  The industry
variable does not represent the occupation of the individual. Finally, EUC represents a
dummy variable equal to one if an individual transitioned from an exhausted State UI
claim to EUC benefits during their UI claim period.
To account for the potential endogeneity of an individual’s transition to EUC
benefits when estimating the effect of EUC receipt on reemployment outcomes, this
study utilizes an instrumental variable (IV) approach. The use of EUC benefits by an
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individual is likely related to the individuals search effort, reservation wages, and other
endogenous decisions made by the claimant.  However, the availability of EUC benefits
is related only to the date at which an individual becomes unemployed and the legislative
actions taken by Congress at the national level. In the first stage of the regressions, the
impact of the availability of EUC is first estimated as a function of the explanatory
variables.  In the second stage, EUC instrumented by the exogenous availability of the
program is used to measure the impact on reemployment wages.
Results
Table III.7 summarizes the results of the two-stage least squares estimates on the
effect of utilization of EUC on the changes in quarterly earnings after reemployment.
The first stage results are reported for the instrument variable representing EUC
availability, based on the claimants filing date and the Congressional action taken at the
time of the effective date of the UI claim.  The availability of EUC based on the filing
characteristics is positive, and the coefficient of the treatment variable is statistically
significant in explaining the utilization of EUC.
The second stage results provide estimates from the instrumental variable
regression of quarterly wages earned after reemployment on the receipt of EUC and the
exogenous regressors and industry dummy variables.  The impact of utilizing EUC
benefits on the average quarterly wage earnings is a strongly negative, and statistically
significant, decrease of $863, or a decrease of 9.2 percent in average quarterly earnings.
87
The last estimate provides an estimate of the impact of EUC on the first full quarter of
reemployment wages.  The reduction in the first full quarter of reemployment wages is a
statistically significant decrease of $346. Increases in age also negatively impact
reemployment earnings, as each additional year in age is associated with an approximate
$40 decrease in quarterly earnings.  Other statistically significant demographic variables
include larger decreases associated with males, and the surprising result that black
workers have a positive increase in reemployment wages when utilizing EUC benefits.
Most of educational variables are not statistically significant, with the exception of a
large decrease in earnings for college graduates.
Table III.8 expands on the previous regressions by attempting to correct for the
macro-economy variations over time across the different regions of Kentucky. The
Commonwealth of Kentucky has historically had a significant variation in unemployment
rates across the 120 counties.  During the time period covered by the data, the variation
within county total unemployment rates often exceeded fifteen percentage points.
Several of the more rural counties had total unemployment rates exceeding 20%, while
the counties closer to the “golden triangle” region comprised of Louisville, Lexington,
and the area south of Cincinnati, OH had total unemployment rates that never exceeded
8.5%. To help control for the macro-economic trends and differences across the regions,
these regressions include the total unemployment rate in the county in which the claimant
resided 26 weeks after the claimant’s filing date. (Additional specifications utilizing the
total unemployment rate in the county in the month the claim was filed and 52 weeks
after the claimant’s filing date are included in Appendix B.)
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After controlling for the unemployment rates in the counties and industry
variations, the impact of EUC on quarterly reemployment wages is strongly negative and
statistically significant, with a $2,193, or -31.2% decrease in quarterly earnings. The
reduction in quarterly earnings in the first full quarter is smaller than the estimates
without controlling for the macroeconomic factors, but the coefficient is not significant.
The coefficients for the demographic and educational variables follow the same patterns
observed earlier, with age and the completion of a college degree having highly
significant and negative impacts on reemployment earnings.
Using the specification of controlling for industry and the unemployment rate 26
weeks from the unemployment insurance claim filing date, Table III.9 presents the
estimates of the impact of extended benefits across different cohorts for the difference in
quarterly earnings, the percentage difference in quarterly earnings, and the difference in
quarterly earnings in calendar year 2013.  Across the different cohorts, the decreases in
reemployment earnings are consistently negative, and the majority are statistically
significant.
Two of the results are of particular interest. Table III.9 reports the results for those
UI claims that had the reason for the worker’s separation from employment coded as
“lack of work”. The UI system uses the reason provided by the employee, rather than the
employer, for the coding of the separation reason field.  Any response from a claimant
that would be associated with layoffs due to a decrease in demand for the product or
service provided or an associated reduction in working hours by the company employing
the individual would receive the “lack of work” designation. Across the 248,448
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individual claims in the data set that received this reason code, and controlling for the
unemployment rate across counties and differing industries, the impact of receiving EUC
benefits was associated with a $2,156, statistically significant, decrease in quarterly
earnings.
Table III.9 also reports the results for only individuals that were employed in the
manufacturing sector.  Kentucky has a relatively large manufacturing sector relative to
the state’s population, and 282,374 unemployment insurance claims were associated with
employers classified as manufacturers by their NAICS code.  Claimants that transitioned
to EUC experienced a statistically significant decrease in quarterly reemployment
earnings of $1,354. Additional regressions and specification are presented in Appendix B.
Conclusion
Research on the impact of extended unemployment benefits on labor market
outcomes other than unemployment duration has been extremely limited.  The extended
weeks of unemployment compensation authorized by the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation (EUC) program reached the longest period in US labor market history.
While the policy goal was to provide aid to those workers impacted by the recession, the
impact on workers future earnings and job match quality of utilizing up to 99 weeks of
unemployment has not been examined.
This chapter investigates the impact of utilizing the extended benefits programs
on future quarterly earnings. To identify the causal effect of extended unemployment
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benefits, the administrative unemployment system data was combined with the wage
records for all individuals covered by the UI system.  This allows for a precise
determination of the labor market outcomes for individuals after exiting an
unemployment spell.
The results indicate that utilizing extended unemployment benefits had a large
and statistically significant negative impact on quarterly wage earnings. Utilizing an
instrumental variable approach to control for the potential endogeneity of the choice to
reduce search effort, this study finds that after controlling for demographic and education
characteristics, the utilization of extended unemployment benefits reduced workers
reemployment earnings by thousands of dollars. These results are strongly statistically
significant.
Given the financial cost of the extended benefits and moral hazard effect of
extended benefit duration on the exit rate from unemployment, policy makers often hope
that the availability of extended benefits will improve post-unemployment outcomes.
This study provides evidence of significant, negative differences in post-unemployment
outcomes due to the extension of unemployment benefits. This study raises important
policy questions of how changes to the unemployment insurance system and the
provision of extended benefit periods impact subsequent labor market outcomes.
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Table III.7: Two-Stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials with Industry
Dummy Variables
Stage I Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES EUC
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
First Full Qtr.
Wages
EUC -862.7*** -0.0922*** -346.4***
(102.0) (0.0207) (116.8)
EUC Available 0.205***
(0.000746)
Age -0.000329*** -39.71*** -0.00773*** -19.04***
(3.94e-05) (0.490) (9.08e-05) (0.573)
High School -0.134*** 686.1*** -0.0287** 1,725***
(0.00510) (56.97) (0.0113) (62.67)
High School Plus 0.0530*** -270.8*** 0.00697* -525.1***
(0.00163) (19.26) (0.00369) (20.87)
Vocational 0.0508*** -260.4*** -0.00587 -545.3***
(0.00358) (38.02) (0.00735) (42.22)
Associate 0.0561*** -239.7*** 0.0327*** -728.4***
(0.00297) (33.12) (0.00697) (36.04)
College Graduate 0.0587*** -841.8*** 0.0119** -1,758***
(0.00246) (44.45) (0.00545) (54.98)
Male -0.0237*** -39.35*** 0.0302*** -323.9***
(0.00108) (12.99) (0.00229) (13.86)
Black 0.0316*** 39.32** 0.00961** 127.4***
(0.00159) (18.34) (0.00375) (19.27)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.324*** 393.6*** 0.250*** -1,232***
(0.00517) (73.85) (0.0140) (84.39)
Observations 700,808 700,808 700,808 700,808
R-squared 0.070 0.053 0.036 0.039
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table III.8: Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials with County TUR
26 Weeks from Filing Date
Stage I Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES EUC
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
EUC -2,193*** -0.312*** -208.4
(171.0) (0.0345) (199.9)
EUC Available 0.126***
(0.000815)
Age -0.000229*** -39.80*** -0.00775*** -19.03***
(3.91e-05) (0.484) (9.00e-05) (0.575)
High School -0.167*** 394.2*** -0.0770*** 1,756***
(0.00505) (62.00) (0.0123) (69.53)
High School Plus 0.0654*** -157.5*** 0.0257*** -536.8***
(0.00162) (21.54) (0.00416) (23.98)
Vocational 0.0611*** -157.1*** 0.0112 -556.0***
(0.00354) (38.86) (0.00754) (43.80)
Associate 0.0700*** -117.0*** 0.0530*** -741.2***
(0.00294) (34.54) (0.00724) (38.24)
College Graduate 0.0814*** -685.7*** 0.0377*** -1,774***
(0.00243) (45.52) (0.00598) (55.72)
Male -0.0232*** -69.02*** 0.0253*** -320.8***
(0.00107) (13.24) (0.00235) (14.40)
Black 0.0454*** 129.1*** 0.0245*** 118.1***
(0.00157) (19.61) (0.00401) (21.22)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 0.0256*** 88.16*** 0.0146*** -9.136
(0.000161) (5.068) (0.00100) (6.161)
Constant 0.159*** 256.4*** 0.228*** -1,218***
(0.00518) (69.08) (0.0130) (78.82)
Observations 700,808 700,808 700,808 700,808
R-squared 0.102 0.064 0.050 0.035
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table III.9: Results – Estimated Impact of Extended Unemployment Compensation
Table III.9
Results: Estimated Impact of Extended Unemployment Compensation
Sex and Age Cohorts Full Sample Males Females
Individuals
Aged 25-35
Individuals
Aged 26-45
Individuals
Aged 46-55
Difference in Quarterly Earnings -2,193*** -3,016*** -1,354*** -2,161*** -2,156*** -2,390***
(171.0) (259.3) (204.2) (275.7) (336.6) (382.0)
Percentage Difference in Quarterly Earnings -0.312*** -0.400*** -0.219*** -0.359*** -0.252*** -0.227***
(0.0345) (0.0489) (0.0482) (0.0651) (0.0632) (0.0560)
Difference in Quarterly Earnings in 2013 -3,008*** -3,688*** -2,454*** -3,984*** -2,135*** -3,165***
(262.7) (414.8) (291.7) (435.3) (502.5) (562.1)
Education Cohorts
High
School
Graduate
High School
Plus Vocational Associate
College
Graduate
Difference in Quarterly Earnings -1,447*** -1,466*** -1,460*** -1,502*** -2,317**
(272.7) (219.2) (263.8) (257.4) (986.2)
Percentage Difference in Quarterly Earnings -0.305*** -0.281*** -0.310*** -0.286*** -0.168
(0.0620) (0.0496) (0.0596) (0.0572) (0.107)
Difference in Quarterly Earnings in 2013 -3,122*** -3,153*** -3,046*** -3,141*** -1,944
(411.0) (332.5) (398.7) (385.1) (1,386)
Industry and Separation from Employment
Cohorts Mining Construction Manufacturing Retail Trade
"Lack of
Work"
Separation
"Job
Connected"
Separation
Difference in Quarterly Earnings -2,193*** -3,016*** -1,354*** -2,161*** -2,156*** -2,390***
(171.0) (259.3) (204.2) (275.7) (336.6) (382.0)
Percentage Difference in Quarterly Earnings -0.525 -0.864*** -0.219* -0.419*** -0.243*** -1.355***
(0.413) (0.0990) (0.123) (0.0877) (0.0399) (0.167)
Difference in Quarterly Earnings in 2013 -5,983 -9,259*** 1,379 -3,259*** -2,629*** -8,907***
(4,351) (878.7) (917.5) (594.6) (307.8) (1,328)
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A.1
Two-stage Least Squares on 2009 and 2010 Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES Wages 2009 Wages 2009 Wages 2009 Wages 2010 Wages 2010 Wages 2010
EUC_2008 -3,541*** -2,575* -3,492** -2,158** 926.4 179.7
(935.0) (1,485) (1,471) (1,016) (1,616) (1,559)
Age -12.89*** -17.84*** -18.59*** -21.99*** -27.18*** -28.18***
(2.106) (2.997) (2.876) (2.288) (3.261) (3.048)
High School -471.0*** -459.5*** -525.2*** -389.5*** -181.1 -240.4*
(89.63) (130.0) (122.8) (97.38) (141.4) (130.1)
High School Plus 361.6*** 420.7*** 434.9*** 357.1*** 388.3*** 403.3***
(69.03) (103.3) (94.62) (75.01) (112.4) (100.3)
Vocational 846.7* 537.8 871.7 264.8 -501.3 -230.8
(448.3) (742.5) (711.2) (487.1) (807.7) (753.7)
Associate 2,219*** 1,673** 2,071*** 2,078*** 166.8 512.6
(501.6) (771.0) (742.2) (545.0) (838.8) (786.6)
College Graduate 946.2*** 917.9*** 1,154*** 1,169***
(94.30) (134.5) (102.5) (146.4)
Male 202.3*** 208.2***
(55.01) (59.76)
Black 1,079*** 918.8 1,223** 378.6 -222.2 -67.69
(390.7) (612.6) (595.4) (424.5) (666.4) (631.0)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1,044 930.3 3,241*** 2,075*** 2,912** 4,955***
(651.0) (1,112) (1,236) (707.3) (1,210) (1,310)
Observations 15,295 8,841 8,017 15,295 8,841 8,017
R-squared 0.05 0.032 0.024 0.043 0.030 0.026
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A.2
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarters Worked 2009 and 2010 - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2010
Quarters
Worked 2010
Quarters
Worked 2010
EUC_2008 -2.435*** -1.485** -1.670** -1.920*** -0.202 -0.306
(0.511) (0.696) (0.758) (0.517) (0.701) (0.758)
Age -0.0160*** -0.0185*** -0.0194*** -0.0216*** -0.0224*** -0.0238***
(0.00115) (0.00140) (0.00148) (0.00116) (0.00141) (0.00148)
High School -0.252*** -0.191*** -0.203*** -0.215*** -0.0688 -0.0796
(0.0490) (0.0609) (0.0632) (0.0496) (0.0613) (0.0632)
High School Plus 0.188*** 0.181*** 0.179*** 0.164*** 0.129*** 0.129***
(0.0378) (0.0484) (0.0487) (0.0382) (0.0488) (0.0487)
Vocational 0.813*** 0.468 0.535 0.591** 0.162 0.203
(0.245) (0.348) (0.366) (0.248) (0.350) (0.366)
Associate 1.393*** 0.935*** 1.020*** 1.451*** 0.356 0.423
(0.274) (0.361) (0.382) (0.277) (0.364) (0.382)
College Graduate 0.0910* 0.0588 0.136*** 0.109*
(0.0516) (0.0630) (0.0521) (0.0635)
Male -0.124*** -0.141***
(0.0301) (0.0304)
Black 1.062*** 0.929*** 0.985*** 0.672*** 0.388 0.328
(0.214) (0.287) (0.307) (0.216) (0.289) (0.307)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1.470*** 1.288** 2.032*** 1.777*** 1.611*** 2.530***
(0.356) (0.521) (0.637) (0.360) (0.525) (0.637)
Observations 15,295 8,841 8,017 15,295 8,841 8,017
R-squared 0.046 0.027 0.024 0.041 0.036 0.038
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A.3
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarters Worked 2009 and 2010 - Second Stage Estimates
County Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES Wages 2009 Wages 2009 Wages 2009 Wages 2010 Wages 2010 Wages 2010
EUC_2008 -3,339*** -2,372 -3,354** -1,950* 923.2 36.20
(926.6) (1,442) (1,417) (1,009) (1,574) (1,508)
Age -13.75*** -18.77*** -19.32*** -22.89*** -28.77*** -29.29***
(2.120) (3.052) (2.924) (2.309) (3.331) (3.111)
High School -460.9*** -440.5*** -514.2*** -383.8*** -165.8 -241.7*
(90.13) (130.2) (122.6) (98.16) (142.1) (130.5)
High School Plus 384.3*** 450.0*** 460.5*** 381.7*** 409.2*** 425.6***
(69.07) (103.8) (94.88) (75.23) (113.3) (101.0)
Vocational 767.4* 441.1 821.3 219.4 -529.6 -196.1
(446.0) (742.2) (707.8) (485.7) (809.9) (753.2)
Associate 2,068*** 1,554** 1,964*** 1,922*** 192.6 577.5
(487.3) (733.4) (698.1) (530.7) (800.3) (742.9)
College Graduate 987.6*** 967.3*** 1,197*** 1,189***
(95.48) (136.2) (104.0) (148.6)
Male 219.7*** 227.3***
(54.57) (59.43)
Black 1,071*** 910.1 1,273** 333.7 -225.6 6.782
(397.1) (612.1) (593.5) (432.5) (667.9) (631.5)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1,700** 2,036 4,434*** 3,869*** 5,166*** 7,066***
(762.0) (1,263) (1,358) (829.9) (1,378) (1,445)
Observations 15,295 8,841 8,017 15,295 8,841 8,017
R-squared 0.045 0.026 0.022 0.046 0.045 0.041
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A.4
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarters Worked 2009 and 2010 - Second Stage Estimates
County Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2009
Quarters
Worked 2010
Quarters
Worked 2010
Quarters
Worked 2010
EUC_2008 -2.152*** -1.218* -1.392* -1.730*** -0.108 -0.255
(0.502) (0.671) (0.726) (0.510) (0.680) (0.732)
Age -0.0166*** -0.0191*** -0.0200*** -0.0222*** -0.0233*** -0.0247***
(0.00115) (0.00142) (0.00150) (0.00117) (0.00144) (0.00151)
High School -0.240*** -0.177*** -0.191*** -0.214*** -0.0684 -0.0835
(0.0488) (0.0606) (0.0628) (0.0496) (0.0614) (0.0633)
High School Plus 0.203*** 0.202*** 0.200*** 0.181*** 0.153*** 0.152***
(0.0374) (0.0483) (0.0486) (0.0380) (0.0490) (0.0490)
Vocational 0.727*** 0.411 0.474 0.538** 0.162 0.216
(0.242) (0.345) (0.363) (0.246) (0.350) (0.365)
Associate 1.211*** 0.757** 0.841** 1.325*** 0.275 0.363
(0.264) (0.341) (0.358) (0.268) (0.346) (0.361)
College Graduate 0.114** 0.0761 0.169*** 0.132**
(0.0517) (0.0634) (0.0526) (0.0642)
Male -0.104*** -0.122***
(0.0296) (0.0301)
Black 1.001*** 0.859*** 0.915*** 0.622*** 0.345 0.297
(0.215) (0.285) (0.304) (0.219) (0.289) (0.306)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 2.057*** 2.293*** 3.038*** 2.695*** 2.779*** 3.567***
(0.413) (0.588) (0.696) (0.420) (0.596) (0.701)
Observations 15,295 8,841 8,017 15,295 8,841 8,017
R-squared 0.057 0.029 0.024 0.057 0.053 0.060
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.1
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Demographic Variables Only
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -573.8*** -657.6*** -856.0*** -863.8***
(108.2) (118.6) (171.1) (162.8)
Age -37.36*** -38.59*** -43.81*** -40.18***
(0.495) (0.524) (0.687) (0.659)
High School 1,225*** 1,224*** 1,193*** 1,173***
(59.49) (63.81) (91.10) (90.51)
High School Plus -453.7*** -448.9*** -469.6*** -454.5***
(20.43) (22.26) (31.02) (30.74)
Vocational -399.7*** -382.2*** -338.3*** -328.7***
(38.62) (40.84) (55.03) (54.95)
Associate -482.8*** -488.0*** -495.8*** -487.3***
(34.22) (37.10) (57.86) (57.69)
College Graduate -1,203*** -1,191*** -1,452***
(44.54) (47.65) (72.37)
Male 88.54*** 83.58***
(12.70) (13.65)
Black 48.83***
(18.49)
Constant 1,239*** 1,300*** 1,641*** 1,492***
(32.79) (35.29) (38.46) (36.94)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.033 0.036 0.040 0.037
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.2
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
Demographic Variables Only
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
EUC -0.0902*** -0.104*** -0.128*** -0.132***
(0.0219) (0.0233) (0.0314) (0.0331)
Age -0.00783*** -0.00790*** -0.00851*** -0.00835***
(9.21e-05) (9.55e-05) (0.000119) (0.000122)
High School 0.00267 0.00466 -0.0115 -0.0131
(0.0117) (0.0122) (0.0164) (0.0166)
High School Plus -0.00223 -0.00149 -0.000883 3.83e-05
(0.00389) (0.00413) (0.00544) (0.00549)
Vocational -0.0138* -0.0109 0.000429 0.00105
(0.00743) (0.00772) (0.00981) (0.00983)
Associate 0.0185*** 0.0145* 0.0179* 0.0186*
(0.00709) (0.00746) (0.0108) (0.0108)
College Graduate -0.00446 -0.00370 -0.0167**
(0.00561) (0.00579) (0.00791)
Male 0.0417*** 0.0408***
(0.00226) (0.00237)
Black 0.0159***
(0.00374)
Constant 0.363*** 0.368*** 0.438*** 0.432***
(0.00652) (0.00683) (0.00730) (0.00768)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.028 0.031 0.033 0.032
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.3
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
Demographic Variables Only
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
EUC -1,886*** -2,021*** -2,321*** -2,465***
(165.8) (182.8) (273.1) (265.9)
Age -59.26*** -60.44*** -68.24*** -63.80***
(0.767) (0.812) (1.096) (1.101)
High School 189.8** 138.4 -10.25 -61.09
(89.45) (96.32) (140.5) (139.9)
High School Plus -156.9*** -120.9*** -147.2*** -118.7**
(30.97) (33.76) (48.24) (47.91)
Vocational -102.5* -70.29 -5.500 12.92
(58.96) (62.77) (85.14) (85.09)
Associate -27.07 -16.61 57.89 81.38
(49.35) (53.57) (86.51) (86.30)
College Graduate -297.8*** -253.8*** -434.4***
(58.10) (62.40) (96.55)
Male 426.4*** 422.3***
(19.09) (20.54)
Black 36.63
(28.19)
Constant 2,942*** 3,000*** 3,794*** 3,634***
(48.30) (52.00) (57.33) (57.72)
Observations 558,696 498,471 335,105 321,362
R-squared 0.051 0.052 0.049 0.049
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.4
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Full Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
Demographic Variables Only
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
First Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference in
First Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference in
First Full
Qtr. Wages
EUC -368.8*** -352.0*** -943.6*** -1,206***
(124.8) (136.6) (199.0) (192.6)
Age -17.02*** -17.71*** -19.68*** -17.33***
(0.572) (0.611) (0.795) (0.707)
High School 2,357*** 2,464*** 2,551*** 2,485***
(65.47) (69.27) (98.59) (97.81)
High School Plus -739.4*** -783.5*** -817.5*** -787.3***
(22.17) (24.17) (33.40) (33.09)
Vocational -692.3*** -711.4*** -677.3*** -655.0***
(42.98) (43.82) (58.58) (58.30)
Associate -1,027*** -1,069*** -1,145*** -1,114***
(37.26) (40.50) (62.99) (62.64)
College Graduate -2,212*** -2,248*** -2,572***
(53.89) (58.01) (89.54)
Male -63.56*** -68.54***
(13.93) (15.07)
Black 104.2***
(19.35)
Constant -67.26* -31.18 86.97* 24.97
(38.26) (41.34) (44.81) (41.25)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.023 0.023 0.035 0.035
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.5
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Exit Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
Demographic Variables Only
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
EUC -663.4*** -694.0*** -1,513*** -1,834***
(175.0) (192.2) (278.5) (274.5)
Age -13.72*** -14.39*** -15.95*** -14.51***
(0.603) (0.640) (0.829) (0.728)
High School 1,824*** 1,902*** 1,889*** 1,825***
(68.96) (72.59) (103.9) (103.5)
High School Plus -535.4*** -570.2*** -567.5*** -540.9***
(23.28) (25.31) (35.11) (34.95)
Vocational -496.1*** -511.0*** -462.2*** -440.7***
(45.01) (45.29) (60.24) (60.08)
Associate -815.9*** -838.6*** -861.7*** -832.2***
(38.82) (42.08) (66.16) (65.96)
College Graduate -1,756*** -1,778*** -2,003***
(57.50) (61.96) (97.67)
Male -14.74 -17.73
(14.10) (15.12)
Black 55.10***
(20.50)
Constant 91.19** 127.8*** 268.8*** 239.0***
(40.55) (43.49) (46.85) (43.08)
Observations 606,465 544,266 368,538 354,329
R-squared 0.022 0.023 0.030 0.030
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.6
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
EUC -862.7*** -969.5*** -1,311*** -1,359***
(102.0) (111.3) (160.9) (152.5)
Age -39.71*** -40.65*** -46.17*** -42.83***
(0.490) (0.519) (0.687) (0.657)
High School 686.1*** 696.3*** 713.6*** 666.5***
(56.97) (61.17) (86.82) (86.34)
High School Plus -270.8*** -265.0*** -280.9*** -255.9***
(19.26) (20.98) (29.04) (28.81)
Vocational -260.4*** -251.9*** -260.4*** -246.8***
(38.02) (40.28) (54.29) (54.24)
Associate -239.7*** -245.7*** -247.7*** -224.9***
(33.12) (35.95) (55.86) (55.72)
College Graduate -841.8*** -833.9*** -977.8***
(44.45) (47.70) (71.68)
Male -39.35*** -40.65***
(12.99) (13.99)
Black 39.32**
(18.34)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 393.6*** 455.9*** 525.0*** 325.3***
(73.85) (79.35) (101.4) (99.04)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.053 0.055 0.060 0.061
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.7
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
EUC -0.0922*** -0.108*** -0.128*** -0.131***
(0.0207) (0.0220) (0.0297) (0.0314)
Age -0.00773*** -0.00777*** -0.00842*** -0.00826***
(9.08e-05) (9.42e-05) (0.000119) (0.000120)
High School -0.0287** -0.0237** -0.0331** -0.0368**
(0.0113) (0.0118) (0.0158) (0.0159)
High School Plus 0.00697* 0.00698* 0.00728 0.00883*
(0.00369) (0.00390) (0.00517) (0.00518)
Vocational -0.00587 -0.00405 0.00262 0.00345
(0.00735) (0.00765) (0.00974) (0.00975)
Associate 0.0327*** 0.0280*** 0.0295*** 0.0314***
(0.00697) (0.00733) (0.0105) (0.0105)
College Graduate 0.0119** 0.0107* 0.00404
(0.00545) (0.00562) (0.00753)
Male 0.0302*** 0.0316***
(0.00229) (0.00240)
Black 0.00961**
(0.00375)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.250*** 0.260*** 0.311*** 0.294***
(0.0140) (0.0146) (0.0173) (0.0181)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.036 0.039 0.040 0.039
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.8
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
EUC -2,154*** -2,303*** -2,776*** -2,957***
(157.2) (172.5) (259.2) (251.5)
Age -61.55*** -62.40*** -70.65*** -66.31***
(0.770) (0.817) (1.112) (1.113)
High School -265.3*** -304.7*** -416.2*** -490.1***
(85.04) (91.62) (133.2) (132.6)
High School Plus -10.18 26.11 16.18 51.27
(28.94) (31.53) (44.86) (44.58)
Vocational 24.38 48.26 67.88 89.05
(58.18) (62.04) (84.15) (84.14)
Associate 171.4*** 180.7*** 264.2*** 301.3***
(47.75) (51.86) (83.53) (83.37)
College Graduate 2.780 42.84 -21.57
(56.55) (60.81) (91.64)
Male 315.3*** 317.1***
(19.22) (20.68)
Black 19.48
(28.18)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 2,499*** 2,545*** 3,065*** 2,905***
(111.9) (120.9) (158.6) (159.4)
Observations 558,696 498,471 335,105 321,362
R-squared 0.058 0.059 0.057 0.056
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.9
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Full Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
EUC -346.4*** -344.4*** -807.2*** -1,034***
(116.8) (127.4) (185.9) (179.3)
Age -19.04*** -19.44*** -21.26*** -19.04***
(0.573) (0.613) (0.807) (0.717)
High School 1,725*** 1,833*** 1,983*** 1,919***
(62.67) (66.17) (93.68) (92.93)
High School Plus -525.1*** -564.7*** -608.6*** -578.4***
(20.87) (22.73) (31.14) (30.82)
Vocational -545.3*** -569.5*** -605.7*** -586.6***
(42.22) (43.01) (57.66) (57.46)
Associate -728.4*** -766.5*** -833.1*** -802.0***
(36.04) (39.19) (60.78) (60.45)
College Graduate -1,758*** -1,790*** -1,987***
(54.98) (59.38) (91.90)
Male -323.9*** -333.8***
(13.86) (14.98)
Black 127.4***
(19.27)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -1,232*** -1,211*** -1,441*** -1,510***
(84.39) (90.70) (115.7) (112.3)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.039 0.039 0.048 0.049
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.10
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Exit Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
Industry Dummy Variables
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
First Exit Qtr.
Wages
EUC -502.0*** -529.5*** -1,033*** -1,269***
(160.9) (176.0) (257.3) (253.3)
Age -15.11*** -15.44*** -16.46*** -14.99***
(0.599) (0.639) (0.838) (0.734)
High School 1,296*** 1,382*** 1,476*** 1,426***
(65.06) (68.16) (97.63) (96.93)
High School Plus -360.9*** -395.0*** -420.6*** -399.1***
(21.57) (23.40) (32.41) (32.12)
Vocational -378.0*** -399.8*** -425.4*** -408.3***
(44.16) (44.37) (59.23) (59.08)
Associate -560.7*** -583.1*** -624.1*** -600.7***
(37.31) (40.43) (63.64) (63.35)
College Graduate -1,370*** -1,393*** -1,528***
(58.89) (63.71) (101.1)
Male -271.6*** -279.3***
(13.64) (14.59)
Black 86.29***
(20.48)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant -892.9*** -844.7*** -962.2*** -994.4***
(101.6) (108.3) (139.7) (137.1)
Observations 606,465 544,266 368,538 354,329
R-squared 0.033 0.034 0.038 0.038
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.11
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -1,763*** -1,858*** -2,526*** -2,638***
(121.5) (132.1) (190.6) (180.6)
Age -39.84*** -40.74*** -46.12*** -42.90***
(0.485) (0.515) (0.681) (0.652)
High School 385.5*** 393.0*** 325.4*** 267.9***
(58.46) (62.93) (89.68) (88.86)
High School Plus -151.8*** -145.0*** -131.9*** -103.2***
(19.99) (21.79) (30.25) (29.88)
Vocational -151.0*** -144.8*** -135.8** -118.4**
(38.16) (40.46) (54.61) (54.51)
Associate -111.1*** -113.7*** -67.38 -39.74
(33.45) (36.38) (56.72) (56.47)
College Graduate -673.9*** -665.3*** -761.9***
(44.59) (47.87) (71.86)
Male -59.78*** -62.24***
(12.99) (14.01)
Black 121.2***
(18.61)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date 100.7*** 97.58*** 118.2*** 120.0***
(2.854) (2.982) (3.818) (3.539)
Constant -61.38 12.54 -19.72 -200.9**
(67.62) (72.88) (93.87) (92.80)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.066 0.066 0.067 0.067
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.12
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -0.241*** -0.252*** -0.319*** -0.332***
(0.0246) (0.0260) (0.0350) (0.0370)
Age -0.00775*** -0.00778***-0.00841***-0.00827***
(9.01e-05) (9.36e-05) (0.000118) (0.000120)
High School -0.0783*** -0.0729*** -0.0940*** -0.0993***
(0.0116) (0.0122) (0.0163) (0.0164)
High School Plus 0.0266*** 0.0265*** 0.0306*** 0.0328***
(0.00386) (0.00409) (0.00540) (0.00544)
Vocational 0.0122 0.0133* 0.0222** 0.0236**
(0.00740) (0.00771) (0.00983) (0.00985)
Associate 0.0539*** 0.0494*** 0.0577*** 0.0605***
(0.00704) (0.00742) (0.0107) (0.0107)
College Graduate 0.0396*** 0.0381*** 0.0379***
(0.00564) (0.00584) (0.00780)
Male 0.0268*** 0.0281***
(0.00229) (0.00240)
Black 0.0231***
(0.00382)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date 0.0166*** 0.0158*** 0.0185*** 0.0188***
(0.000556) (0.000569) (0.000682) (0.000694)
Constant 0.175*** 0.188*** 0.226*** 0.212***
(0.0127) (0.0133) (0.0159) (0.0166)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.050 0.051 0.050 0.050
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.13
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
EUC -2,673*** -2,806*** -3,470*** -3,709***
(188.5) (206.1) (309.3) (300.8)
Age -61.80*** -62.61*** -70.79*** -66.54***
(0.770) (0.817) (1.112) (1.114)
High School -433.6*** -471.2*** -632.0*** -718.4***
(88.43) (95.50) (139.5) (138.6)
High School Plus 57.48* 93.19*** 99.70** 139.5***
(30.55) (33.34) (47.54) (47.10)
Vocational 85.05 106.7* 136.4 161.8*
(58.95) (62.90) (85.48) (85.46)
Associate 243.2*** 252.8*** 365.6*** 408.5***
(48.79) (53.09) (85.75) (85.48)
College Graduate 97.05* 135.9** 99.39
(57.83) (62.27) (93.82)
Male 302.4*** 303.5***
(19.42) (20.93)
Black 67.05**
(28.85)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date 55.42*** 52.62*** 63.13*** 65.88***
(4.157) (4.365) (5.693) (5.462)
Constant 2,281*** 2,338*** 2,819*** 2,667***
(103.0) (111.7) (147.5) (149.9)
Observations 558,696 498,471 335,105 321,362
R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.051 0.047
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.14
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Full Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
EUC -1,102*** -1,077*** -1,827*** -2,121***
(140.4) (152.5) (222.2) (213.6)
Age -19.15*** -19.52*** -21.22*** -19.10***
(0.567) (0.607) (0.797) (0.707)
High School 1,473*** 1,583*** 1,658*** 1,580***
(64.30) (68.15) (96.89) (95.97)
High School Plus -425.3*** -465.8*** -483.6*** -448.6***
(21.76) (23.71) (32.59) (32.21)
Vocational -453.5*** -481.2*** -501.2*** -477.4***
(42.23) (43.07) (57.77) (57.53)
Associate -620.5*** -657.7*** -681.9*** -644.7***
(36.34) (39.57) (61.53) (61.17)
College Graduate -1,617*** -1,651*** -1,806***
(54.54) (58.88) (90.89)
Male -341.0*** -351.6***
(13.84) (14.98)
Black 196.1***
(19.62)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date 84.48*** 80.42*** 99.12*** 102.0***
(3.487) (3.648) (4.711) (4.295)
Constant -1,614*** -1,577*** -1,897*** -1,957***
(76.17) (82.07) (104.9) (103.5)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.064 0.065
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.15
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Exit Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
EUC -1,704*** -1,700*** -2,596*** -2,966***
(201.0) (218.7) (320.6) (314.1)
Age -15.54*** -15.79*** -16.68*** -15.33***
(0.597) (0.637) (0.834) (0.729)
High School 1,007*** 1,094*** 1,106*** 1,036***
(67.29) (70.95) (102.7) (102.0)
High School Plus -249.6*** -283.4*** -283.5*** -254.6***
(22.66) (24.65) (34.47) (34.19)
Vocational -271.4*** -296.8*** -301.8*** -277.0***
(44.36) (44.68) (60.00) (59.88)
Associate -442.7*** -462.8*** -459.2*** -426.9***
(37.72) (40.96) (64.92) (64.70)
College Graduate -1,200*** -1,225*** -1,321***
(58.43) (63.18) (99.94)
Male -289.0*** -296.7***
(13.62) (14.59)
Black 171.9***
(21.10)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County Unemployment Rate on Filing Date 98.16*** 93.43*** 109.9*** 114.6***
(4.070) (4.246) (5.553) (5.086)
Constant -1,209*** -1,154*** -1,336*** -1,355***
(93.21) (99.34) (128.3) (128.2)
Observations 606,465 544,266 368,538 354,329
R-squared 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.047
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.16
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 26 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -2,193*** -2,307*** -3,210*** -3,379***
(171.0) (185.2) (278.2) (265.0)
Age -39.80*** -40.69*** -45.81*** -42.68***
(0.484) (0.513) (0.679) (0.651)
High School 394.2*** 394.9*** 284.4*** 221.3**
(62.00) (66.99) (97.69) (96.17)
High School Plus -157.5*** -148.4*** -120.8*** -90.15***
(21.54) (23.53) (33.45) (32.80)
Vocational -157.1*** -148.5*** -124.9** -105.1*
(38.86) (41.25) (56.17) (55.99)
Associate -117.0*** -116.2*** -47.29 -17.26
(34.54) (37.69) (59.60) (59.09)
College Graduate -685.7*** -674.2*** -751.6***
(45.52) (48.92) (73.81)
Male -69.02*** -72.02***
(13.24) (14.31)
Black 129.1***
(19.61)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 88.16*** 86.47*** 110.1*** 113.2***
(5.068) (5.288) (7.459) (6.949)
Constant 256.4*** 321.5*** 312.6*** 150.2
(69.08) (74.47) (93.95) (93.81)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.064 0.064 0.058 0.054
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.17
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 26 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -0.312*** -0.327*** -0.425*** -0.447***
(0.0345) (0.0363) (0.0510) (0.0542)
Age -0.00775*** -0.00777***-0.00836***-0.00824***
(9.00e-05) (9.34e-05) (0.000118) (0.000120)
High School -0.0770*** -0.0729*** -0.100*** -0.106***
(0.0123) (0.0129) (0.0177) (0.0179)
High School Plus 0.0257*** 0.0260*** 0.0323*** 0.0348***
(0.00416) (0.00443) (0.00598) (0.00605)
Vocational 0.0112 0.0129 0.0238** 0.0256**
(0.00754) (0.00786) (0.0101) (0.0102)
Associate 0.0530*** 0.0492*** 0.0608*** 0.0639***
(0.00724) (0.00765) (0.0112) (0.0112)
College Graduate 0.0377*** 0.0368*** 0.0394***
(0.00598) (0.00621) (0.00848)
Male 0.0253*** 0.0264***
(0.00235) (0.00247)
Black 0.0245***
(0.00401)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 0.0146*** 0.0141*** 0.0172*** 0.0177***
(0.00100) (0.00102) (0.00135) (0.00139)
Constant 0.228*** 0.238*** 0.278*** 0.267***
(0.0130) (0.0136) (0.0158) (0.0168)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.050 0.051 0.045 0.044
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.18
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 26 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
EUC -3,008*** -3,164*** -3,929*** -4,259***
(262.7) (285.7) (448.6) (439.9)
Age -61.57*** -62.37*** -70.32*** -66.09***
(0.770) (0.817) (1.118) (1.117)
High School -450.1*** -496.3*** -677.5*** -778.2***
(93.88) (101.8) (153.2) (151.7)
High School Plus 63.43* 102.1*** 115.0** 160.1***
(33.07) (36.17) (53.20) (52.51)
Vocational 88.40 112.9* 147.9* 178.1**
(60.05) (64.13) (88.00) (87.97)
Associate 248.6*** 262.5*** 388.5*** 438.1***
(50.49) (55.13) (90.88) (90.33)
College Graduate 101.0* 143.8** 115.6
(59.86) (64.56) (98.67)
Male 294.5*** 294.7***
(19.94) (21.58)
Black 78.77***
(30.41)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 56.17*** 55.14*** 65.07*** 70.83***
(7.558) (7.902) (11.52) (11.09)
Constant 2,446*** 2,497*** 2,992*** 2,857***
(107.4) (116.7) (151.2) (155.6)
Observations 558,696 498,471 335,105 321,362
R-squared 0.053 0.052 0.044 0.036
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.19
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Full Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 26 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in First
Full Qtr.
Wages
EUC -208.4 -190.3 -767.3** -1,090***
(199.9) (216.2) (327.9) (316.1)
Age -19.03*** -19.43*** -21.27*** -19.04***
(0.575) (0.615) (0.803) (0.715)
High School 1,756*** 1,867*** 1,992*** 1,906***
(69.53) (74.18) (108.0) (106.3)
High School Plus -536.8*** -578.1*** -611.9*** -573.8***
(23.98) (26.17) (36.96) (36.29)
Vocational -556.0*** -581.4*** -608.6*** -582.6***
(43.80) (44.86) (60.51) (60.05)
Associate -741.2*** -781.4*** -837.3*** -796.2***
(38.24) (41.77) (65.75) (65.06)
College Graduate -1,774*** -1,808*** -1,992***
(55.72) (60.15) (92.79)
Male -320.8*** -330.2***
(14.40) (15.61)
Black 118.1***
(21.22)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date -9.136 -9.960 -2.310 3.157
(6.161) (6.422) (9.096) (8.459)
Constant -1,218*** -1,196*** -1,436*** -1,515***
(78.82) (84.95) (105.8) (105.0)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.035 0.035 0.047 0.050
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.20
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Exit Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 26 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
EUC -635.4** -622.9* -1,219** -1,667***
(296.8) (321.7) (496.4) (486.7)
Age -15.15*** -15.46*** -16.47*** -15.02***
(0.609) (0.647) (0.837) (0.735)
High School 1,274*** 1,367*** 1,444*** 1,359***
(73.19) (78.05) (117.6) (116.0)
High School Plus -352.8*** -389.2*** -409.1*** -375.1***
(25.10) (27.44) (39.95) (39.39)
Vocational -370.3*** -394.4*** -414.7*** -385.7***
(45.95) (46.56) (63.65) (63.23)
Associate -552.2*** -576.7*** -609.8*** -570.9***
(39.60) (43.24) (69.86) (69.24)
College Graduate -1,358*** -1,384*** -1,511***
(59.89) (64.76) (102.1)
Male -273.4*** -280.6***
(14.08) (15.09)
Black 93.47***
(23.17)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 6.506 4.422 7.848 16.18
(7.258) (7.561) (10.94) (10.24)
Constant -889.4*** -842.7*** -961.8*** -986.4***
(104.2) (110.5) (139.9) (140.1)
Observations 606,465 544,266 368,538 354,329
R-squared 0.035 0.035 0.040 0.041
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.21
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 52 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -1,735*** -1,831*** -2,516*** -2,657***
(156.5) (168.1) (248.7) (235.8)
Age -39.76*** -40.66*** -45.93*** -42.73***
(0.485) (0.515) (0.680) (0.651)
High School 514.7*** 520.8*** 456.5*** 396.3***
(60.22) (64.89) (93.78) (92.48)
High School Plus -205.7*** -198.6*** -186.9*** -157.3***
(20.70) (22.59) (31.81) (31.27)
Vocational -203.2*** -195.6*** -185.1*** -166.8***
(38.46) (40.78) (55.26) (55.10)
Associate -169.9*** -172.2*** -128.8** -100.0*
(33.97) (37.00) (58.17) (57.73)
College Graduate -751.6*** -742.0*** -844.7***
(45.18) (48.53) (73.16)
Male -58.90*** -61.12***
(13.16) (14.21)
Black 107.0***
(19.61)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 52 Weeks from Filing Date 65.84*** 64.07*** 80.39*** 84.29***
(4.668) (4.790) (6.558) (6.114)
Constant 222.8*** 285.2*** 278.0*** 89.55
(67.17) (72.40) (91.40) (90.77)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.063 0.063 0.064 0.063
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.22
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 52 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
EUC -0.209*** -0.221*** -0.279*** -0.291***
(0.0316) (0.0330) (0.0457) (0.0481)
Age -0.00774*** -0.00777***-0.00839***-0.00825***
(9.03e-05) (9.37e-05) (0.000118) (0.000120)
High School -0.0516*** -0.0467*** -0.0652*** -0.0702***
(0.0119) (0.0125) (0.0170) (0.0171)
High School Plus 0.0157*** 0.0157*** 0.0190*** 0.0210***
(0.00398) (0.00422) (0.00567) (0.00571)
Vocational 0.00178 0.00336 0.0120 0.0133
(0.00745) (0.00776) (0.00993) (0.00996)
Associate 0.0421*** 0.0377*** 0.0443*** 0.0468***
(0.00712) (0.00750) (0.0109) (0.0109)
College Graduate 0.0239*** 0.0228*** 0.0206**
(0.00576) (0.00597) (0.00810)
Male 0.0275*** 0.0289***
(0.00233) (0.00246)
Black 0.0187***
(0.00400)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 52 Weeks from Filing Date 0.00881*** 0.00843*** 0.0100*** 0.0104***
(0.000920) (0.000920) (0.00119) (0.00121)
Constant 0.227*** 0.238*** 0.280*** 0.265***
(0.0126) (0.0131) (0.0153) (0.0161)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.046 0.048 0.047 0.047
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.23
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 52 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
EUC -2,819*** -2,939*** -3,610*** -3,927***
(239.7) (258.5) (399.2) (388.5)
Age -61.51*** -62.32*** -70.37*** -66.10***
(0.770) (0.817) (1.117) (1.116)
High School -391.7*** -430.1*** -592.1*** -690.2***
(90.54) (97.87) (145.8) (144.4)
High School Plus 39.44 75.12** 81.65 125.7**
(31.47) (34.34) (50.03) (49.40)
Vocational 65.12 87.37 117.1 145.6*
(59.24) (63.20) (86.32) (86.30)
Associate 222.8*** 233.1*** 347.8*** 396.2***
(49.39) (53.81) (88.13) (87.65)
College Graduate 69.04 108.4* 69.77
(58.50) (63.01) (95.85)
Male 299.0*** 300.4***
(19.74) (21.31)
Black 72.37**
(30.27)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 52 Weeks from Filing Date 50.13*** 47.10*** 54.50*** 61.60***
(6.940) (7.127) (10.10) (9.652)
Constant 2,396*** 2,448*** 2,935*** 2,778***
(103.3) (112.1) (145.0) (148.5)
Observations 558,696 498,471 335,105 321,362
R-squared 0.055 0.055 0.049 0.043
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
130
Table B.24
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Full Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 52 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Full
Qtr. Wages
EUC -272.6 -300.6 -871.1*** -1,197***
(182.0) (195.0) (290.9) (280.6)
Age -19.03*** -19.44*** -21.25*** -19.03***
(0.574) (0.613) (0.804) (0.714)
High School 1,740*** 1,842*** 1,970*** 1,885***
(67.15) (71.30) (102.9) (101.4)
High School Plus -530.6*** -568.1*** -603.6*** -566.0***
(22.88) (24.91) (34.86) (34.26)
Vocational -550.1*** -572.3*** -601.7*** -576.5***
(43.17) (44.07) (59.28) (58.90)
Associate -734.3*** -770.2*** -826.8*** -786.3***
(37.41) (40.76) (63.87) (63.25)
College Graduate -1,765*** -1,795*** -1,980***
(55.75) (60.18) (93.09)
Male -322.2*** -332.8***
(14.23) (15.40)
Black 121.7***
(21.05)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 52 Weeks from Filing Date -5.569 -3.260 4.264 10.60
(5.671) (5.799) (7.938) (7.512)
Constant -1,218*** -1,203*** -1,454*** -1,539***
(76.70) (82.64) (103.3) (101.7)
Observations 700,808 628,114 422,098 404,318
R-squared 0.037 0.038 0.049 0.051
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.25
Two-staged Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in First Exit Quarter - Second Stage Estimates
County TUR 52 Weeks From Filing Date
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
Difference
in First Exit
Qtr. Wages
EUC -670.7*** -725.2*** -1,321*** -1,725***
(258.9) (278.3) (417.1) (409.8)
Age -15.16*** -15.48*** -16.47*** -15.03***
(0.604) (0.642) (0.837) (0.734)
High School 1,271*** 1,352*** 1,429*** 1,353***
(69.73) (73.79) (109.0) (107.7)
High School Plus -351.9*** -384.1*** -403.8*** -373.4***
(23.57) (25.66) (36.69) (36.20)
Vocational -369.7*** -390.1*** -410.5*** -385.2***
(45.08) (45.48) (61.49) (61.20)
Associate -551.3*** -571.3*** -603.2*** -568.6***
(38.53) (41.90) (67.01) (66.48)
College Graduate -1,356*** -1,377*** -1,503***
(59.80) (64.68) (102.4)
Male -273.8*** -281.9***
(13.91) (14.89)
Black 96.67***
(22.65)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 52 Weeks from Filing Date 9.347 10.63* 14.00 21.44***
(6.183) (6.324) (8.696) (8.302)
Constant -899.5*** -853.7*** -980.5*** -1,015***
(98.77) (104.8) (132.6) (132.1)
Observations 606,465 544,266 368,538 354,329
R-squared 0.036 0.037 0.040 0.042
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.26
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Sex and Age Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Full Sample Males Females
Individuals
Aged 25-35
Individuals
Aged 26-45
Individuals
Aged 46-55
EUC -2,193*** -3,016*** -1,354*** -2,161*** -2,156*** -2,390***
(171.0) (259.3) (204.2) (275.7) (336.6) (382.0)
Age -39.80*** -44.81*** -29.19*** -36.72*** -26.62*** -55.55***
(0.484) (0.647) (0.657) (2.827) (3.415) (4.076)
High School 394.2*** 304.5*** 460.6*** -404.9*** 826.7*** 1,027***
(62.00) (91.50) (79.55) (90.41) (125.2) (151.3)
High School Plus -157.5*** -132.4*** -147.9*** 81.74*** -328.4*** -336.3***
(21.54) (31.05) (28.56) (30.63) (45.58) (56.38)
Vocational -157.1*** -135.8** -197.6*** 133.0** -306.1*** -335.7***
(38.86) (53.91) (51.37) (60.55) (73.46) (89.95)
Associate -117.0*** -62.63 -144.0*** 243.3*** -346.2*** -360.2***
(34.54) (55.03) (42.41) (51.62) (68.80) (77.47)
College Graduate -685.7*** -762.9*** -519.0*** 342.3*** -954.6*** -1,544***
(45.52) (69.54) (52.83) (56.07) (86.05) (106.4)
Male -69.02*** 132.7*** -23.56 -169.1***
(13.24) (22.91) (27.67) (26.82)
Black 129.1*** 171.1*** 104.0*** 97.41*** 67.60* 187.3***
(19.61) (28.38) (25.89) (32.65) (38.42) (38.86)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 88.16*** 111.3*** 58.18*** 75.94*** 82.96*** 113.4***
(5.068) (7.173) (6.801) (9.165) (9.633) (10.21)
Constant 256.4*** 247.6*** -13.20 -189.4 7.892 1,245***
(69.08) (88.75) (95.24) (138.2) (193.6) (261.7)
Observations 700,808 462,582 238,226 193,261 188,950 170,619
R-squared 0.064 0.059 0.064 0.046 0.049 0.072
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.27
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
Sex and Age Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Full Sample Males Females
Individuals
Aged 25-35
Individuals
Aged 26-45
Individuals
Aged 46-55
EUC -0.312*** -0.400*** -0.219*** -0.359*** -0.252*** -0.227***
(0.0345) (0.0489) (0.0482) (0.0651) (0.0632) (0.0560)
Age -0.00775*** -0.00833***-0.00659*** -0.00645*** -0.00378*** -0.00555***
(9.00e-05) (0.000114) (0.000149) (0.000607) (0.000580) (0.000578)
High School -0.0770*** -0.0970*** -0.0543*** -0.174*** -0.0363 0.00523
(0.0123) (0.0170) (0.0178) (0.0207) (0.0229) (0.0240)
High School Plus 0.0257*** 0.0310*** 0.0223*** 0.0533*** 0.0156** -0.00320
(0.00416) (0.00571) (0.00597) (0.00666) (0.00793) (0.00839)
Vocational 0.0112 0.0201** -0.00307 0.0505*** 0.00622 -0.00573
(0.00754) (0.00985) (0.0117) (0.0137) (0.0132) (0.0150)
Associate 0.0530*** 0.0598*** 0.0486*** 0.0984*** 0.0251* 0.0197
(0.00724) (0.0105) (0.00996) (0.0125) (0.0141) (0.0127)
College Graduate 0.0377*** 0.0387*** 0.0393*** 0.111*** -0.00493 -0.0260**
(0.00598) (0.00826) (0.00856) (0.0104) (0.0101) (0.0117)
Male 0.0253*** 0.0319*** 0.0155*** 0.0165***
(0.00235) (0.00526) (0.00448) (0.00387)
Black 0.0245*** 0.0279*** 0.0227*** 0.0496*** 0.0233*** 0.0142*
(0.00401) (0.00564) (0.00562) (0.00838) (0.00693) (0.00732)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 0.0146*** 0.0176*** 0.0101*** 0.0156*** 0.0118*** 0.0145***
(0.00100) (0.00133) (0.00157) (0.00213) (0.00178) (0.00150)
Constant 0.228*** 0.271*** 0.189*** 0.118*** 0.104*** 0.132***
(0.0130) (0.0154) (0.0212) (0.0292) (0.0337) (0.0375)
Observations 700,808 462,582 238,226 193,261 188,950 170,619
R-squared 0.050 0.045 0.051 0.032 0.032 0.040
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.28
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
Sex and Age Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Full Sample Males Females
Individuals
Aged 25-35
Individuals
Aged 26-45
Individuals
Aged 46-55
EUC -3,008*** -3,688*** -2,454*** -3,984*** -2,135*** -3,165***
(262.7) (414.8) (291.7) (435.3) (502.5) (562.1)
Age -61.57*** -69.33*** -45.75*** -35.71*** -37.85*** -95.37***
(0.770) (1.064) (0.992) (4.175) (4.893) (5.777)
High School -450.1*** -608.6*** -245.9** -1,287*** 381.4** 346.6
(93.88) (142.6) (113.9) (141.2) (182.2) (221.6)
High School Plus 63.43* 69.96 94.24** 322.7*** -293.5*** -125.4
(33.07) (49.24) (40.69) (48.02) (66.82) (83.25)
Vocational 88.40 128.8 -16.67 334.7*** -247.7** -57.84
(60.05) (83.92) (76.99) (96.51) (109.4) (132.1)
Associate 248.6*** 358.1*** 157.2*** 664.9*** -149.6 -141.6
(50.49) (83.69) (58.26) (78.68) (95.26) (108.8)
College Graduate 101.0* 74.35 207.1*** 1,169*** -348.9*** -850.5***
(59.86) (92.58) (68.54) (81.75) (118.6) (139.8)
Male 294.5*** 489.9*** 421.8*** 135.8***
(19.94) (35.75) (39.44) (38.38)
Black 78.77*** 105.0** 105.3*** 132.6*** 19.10 123.8**
(30.41) (45.11) (38.70) (49.09) (55.18) (59.46)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 56.17*** 64.55*** 57.40*** 62.14*** 14.89 97.12***
(7.558) (11.01) (9.600) (13.95) (13.85) (14.50)
Constant 2,446*** 2,938*** 1,878*** 1,684*** 1,824*** 4,403***
(107.4) (141.9) (139.1) (215.7) (281.8) (371.3)
Observations 558,696 368,098 190,598 160,959 157,516 135,356
R-squared 0.053 0.046 0.053 0.001 0.041 0.049
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.29
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Education Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
High
School
Graduate
High
School
Plus Vocational Associate
College
Graduate
EUC -1,447*** -1,466*** -1,460*** -1,502*** -2,317**
(272.7) (219.2) (263.8) (257.4) (986.2)
Age -31.20*** -37.11*** -32.34*** -33.91*** -108.3***
(0.725) (0.659) (0.708) (0.706) (4.361)
Male -2.262 -38.01** -2.914 -18.59 -329.6***
(18.21) (16.61) (17.86) (17.76) (86.83)
Black 14.70 56.82** 17.58 38.34 -4.496
(28.16) (23.67) (27.55) (26.84) (126.4)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 83.03*** 89.48*** 83.56*** 85.32*** 117.6***
(8.342) (7.350) (8.164) (8.104) (43.81)
Constant -252.9** -249.0*** -371.2*** -264.8** 2,814***
(102.2) (86.28) (108.5) (107.5) (285.6)
Observations 223,969 305,483 237,328 245,611 34,978
R-squared 0.070 0.073 0.070 0.072 0.061
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.30
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
Education Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
Percentage
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages
High
School
Graduate
High
School
Plus Vocational Associate
College
Graduate
EUC -0.305*** -0.281*** -0.310*** -0.286*** -0.168
(0.0620) (0.0496) (0.0596) (0.0572) (0.107)
Age -0.00722*** -0.00788***-0.00730*** -0.00746*** -0.0124***
(0.000160) (0.000140) (0.000156) (0.000155) (0.000534)
Male 0.0258*** 0.0263*** 0.0261*** 0.0255*** 0.0243**
(0.00409) (0.00361) (0.00400) (0.00396) (0.0115)
Black 0.0132** 0.0179*** 0.0135** 0.0172*** 0.0125
(0.00664) (0.00561) (0.00647) (0.00636) (0.0208)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 0.0162*** 0.0166*** 0.0164*** 0.0158*** 0.0100**
(0.00188) (0.00165) (0.00183) (0.00180) (0.00480)
Constant 0.212*** 0.225*** 0.218*** 0.254*** 0.479***
(0.0224) (0.0189) (0.0237) (0.0232) (0.0417)
Observations 223,969 305,483 237,328 245,611 34,978
R-squared 0.049 0.050 0.050 0.048 0.055
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.31
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
Education Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
Difference
in Qtr.
Wages in
2013
High
School
Graduate
High
School
Plus Vocational Associate
College
Graduate
EUC -3,122*** -3,153*** -3,046*** -3,141*** -1,944
(411.0) (332.5) (398.7) (385.1) (1,386)
Age -49.93*** -57.12*** -51.18*** -53.41*** -147.4***
(1.209) (1.075) (1.181) (1.169) (5.699)
Male 330.1*** 288.7*** 335.0*** 325.8*** 170.5
(28.48) (25.31) (27.85) (27.39) (115.3)
Black -13.19 3.500 -16.00 11.15 -312.9*
(44.07) (36.72) (43.00) (41.72) (160.3)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 79.34*** 90.93*** 77.23*** 82.25*** 31.41
(12.45) (10.98) (12.22) (12.00) (56.84)
Constant 2,173*** 2,381*** 2,306*** 2,493*** 6,011***
(158.8) (133.8) (169.3) (167.1) (401.6)
Observations 180,061 245,120 190,673 197,419 27,546
R-squared 0.041 0.046 0.044 0.044 0.068
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.32
Two-stage Least Squares on Quarterly Wage Differentials - Second Stage Estimates
Industry and Separation from Employment Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Difference in Qtr.
Wages
Mining Construction Manufacturing Retail Trade
"Lack of Work"
Separation
"Job Connected"
Separation
EUC -2,193*** -3,016*** -1,354*** -2,161*** -2,156*** -2,390***
(171.0) (259.3) (204.2) (275.7) (336.6) (382.0)
Age -39.80*** -44.81*** -29.19*** -36.72*** -26.62*** -55.55***
(0.484) (0.647) (0.657) (2.827) (3.415) (4.076)
High School 394.2*** 304.5*** 460.6*** -404.9*** 826.7*** 1,027***
(62.00) (91.50) (79.55) (90.41) (125.2) (151.3)
High School Plus -157.5*** -132.4*** -147.9*** 81.74*** -328.4*** -336.3***
(21.54) (31.05) (28.56) (30.63) (45.58) (56.38)
Vocational -157.1*** -135.8** -197.6*** 133.0** -306.1*** -335.7***
(38.86) (53.91) (51.37) (60.55) (73.46) (89.95)
Associate -117.0*** -62.63 -144.0*** 243.3*** -346.2*** -360.2***
(34.54) (55.03) (42.41) (51.62) (68.80) (77.47)
College Graduate -685.7*** -762.9*** -519.0*** 342.3*** -954.6*** -1,544***
(45.52) (69.54) (52.83) (56.07) (86.05) (106.4)
Male -69.02*** 132.7*** -23.56 -169.1***
(13.24) (22.91) (27.67) (26.82)
Black 129.1*** 171.1*** 104.0*** 97.41*** 67.60* 187.3***
(19.61) (28.38) (25.89) (32.65) (38.42) (38.86)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date 88.16*** 111.3*** 58.18*** 75.94*** 82.96*** 113.4***
(5.068) (7.173) (6.801) (9.165) (9.633) (10.21)
Constant 256.4*** 247.6*** -13.20 -189.4 7.892 1,245***
(69.08) (88.75) (95.24) (138.2) (193.6) (261.7)
Observations 700,808 462,582 238,226 193,261 188,950 170,619
R-squared 0.064 0.059 0.064 0.046 0.049 0.072
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.33
Two-stage Least Squares on Percentage Difference in Quarterly Wages - Second Stage Estimates
Industry and Separation from Employment Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in
Qtr. Wages
Percentage
Difference in Qtr.
Wages
Mining Construction Manufacturing Retail Trade
"Lack of Work"
Separation
"Job Connected"
Separation
EUC -0.525 -0.864*** -0.219* -0.419*** -0.243*** -1.355***
(0.413) (0.0990) (0.123) (0.0877) (0.0399) (0.167)
Age -0.0104*** -0.00756*** -0.00669*** -0.0116*** -0.00963*** -0.00764***
(0.000876) (0.000250) (0.000151) (0.000391) (0.000171) (0.000130)
High School -0.0342 -0.200*** 0.0125 -0.232*** -0.132*** -0.152***
(0.109) (0.0435) (0.0391) (0.0452) (0.0170) (0.0216)
High School Plus 0.0476 0.0857*** -0.0201 0.0646*** 0.0485*** 0.0593***
(0.0448) (0.0119) (0.0143) (0.0148) (0.00578) (0.00712)
Vocational -0.0117 0.0450** -0.0207 0.0801*** 0.0254** 0.0451***
(0.0489) (0.0229) (0.0172) (0.0307) (0.0115) (0.0129)
Associate 0.0213 0.110*** 0.0133 0.111*** 0.0814*** 0.0805***
(0.0628) (0.0336) (0.0200) (0.0266) (0.0100) (0.0144)
College Graduate -0.00539 0.0706*** -0.0378* 0.0877*** 0.0620*** 0.0492***
(0.0900) (0.0225) (0.0218) (0.0241) (0.00769) (0.0129)
Male 0.0634 -0.0449*** 0.0350*** 0.0289*** 0.0288*** 0.0260***
(0.0569) (0.0156) (0.00278) (0.00993) (0.00444) (0.00315)
Black 0.0456 0.0424*** 0.0334*** 0.0789*** 0.0337*** 0.0408***
(0.0781) (0.0160) (0.00532) (0.0288) (0.00705) (0.00545)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date -0.00331 0.0223*** 0.0104*** 0.0259*** 0.0158*** 0.0187***
(0.0113) (0.00241) (0.00257) (0.00462) (0.00181) (0.00162)
Constant 0.536*** 0.342*** 0.250*** 0.348*** 0.222*** 0.550***
(0.0581) (0.0184) (0.0127) (0.0268) (0.0154) (0.0343)
Observations 14,155 103,936 282,374 38,053 248,448 337,670
R-squared 0.031 0.039 0.053 0.060
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table B.34
Two-stage Least Squares on Difference in Quarterly Wages Earned in 2013 - Second Stage Estimates
Industry and Separation from Employment Cohorts
Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II Stage II
VARIABLES
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Difference in Qtr.
Wages in 2013
Mining Construction Manufacturing Retail Trade
"Lack of Work"
Separation
"Job Connected"
Separation
EUC -5,983 -9,259*** 1,379 -3,259*** -2,629*** -8,907***
(4,351) (878.7) (917.5) (594.6) (307.8) (1,328)
Age -71.76*** -62.33*** -56.63*** -72.45*** -77.31*** -52.98***
(7.357) (2.641) (1.455) (2.322) (1.357) (1.183)
High School -1,527 -1,469*** 1,673*** -1,277*** -1,031*** -556.1***
(1,300) (340.9) (314.0) (246.7) (117.2) (162.5)
High School Plus 546.9 712.1*** -966.8*** 375.4*** 441.9*** 25.11
(430.5) (110.2) (116.9) (81.84) (40.68) (56.68)
Vocational 66.71 352.3* -766.8*** 619.2*** 326.1*** 127.0
(573.4) (197.2) (145.9) (172.0) (81.65) (110.4)
Associate 1,380 763.7*** -733.0*** 554.9*** 600.4*** 241.8***
(880.8) (232.8) (158.0) (145.3) (65.27) (91.87)
College Graduate -424.1 1,167*** -1,486*** -14.88 564.8*** 183.9*
(1,147) (303.9) (195.8) (155.0) (75.98) (103.6)
Male -708.4 -592.2*** 626.1*** 116.4** 97.73*** 612.2***
(694.1) (144.8) (29.45) (55.90) (32.67) (28.19)
Black 964.3 -173.3 89.71* 256.0*** 117.7*** 108.6**
(716.1) (161.8) (53.17) (96.23) (38.32) (51.05)
Industry Dummy Variables Yes Yes
County TUR 26 Weeks from Filing Date -70.09 145.7*** -34.77* 146.5*** 70.52*** 70.31***
(113.7) (20.88) (19.38) (30.81) (13.63) (12.39)
Constant 4,591*** 3,474*** 3,309*** 2,294*** 2,467*** 3,947***
(509.9) (165.7) (112.3) (153.7) (121.9) (279.5)
Observations 9,542 79,860 234,721 29,666 194,948 275,332
R-squared 0.024 0.043 0.067
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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